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ABSTRACT
Repeat victimization is a phenomenon which is generally understood as the pattern and
prevalence of victimization. This is an important factor for local authorities in their attempt to
develop innovative policies and practices to facilitate predicting and preventing crimes. Thus,
many police departments around the country, including the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department (LVMPD) have adopted the Lethality Assessment Program (LAP). This is a risk
assessment tool used by responding officers on domestic violence calls that intends to prevent
future risk of lethal violence to victims of domestic violence by assessing their risk of lethality
and providing immediate referrals to social service providers. Furthermore, the overarching
purpose of this research was to assess the nature and extent of repeat intimate partner violence in
Las Vegas, Nevada, and to determine how LVMPD’s implementation of the LAP may impact
repeat victimization. The sample consisted of 954 victims of intimate partner violence from
January 2015. Results largely confirmed past research on repeat victimization: a small number of
victims (9%) accounted for a large number of repeat victimizations (32%). Findings also
indicated that when victims endured more than one previous intimate partner violence
victimization, there was an increased risk of victimization for other crimes, as well as an
increased risk to become a criminal offender. Additionally, findings revealed that past victims of
intimate partner violence were less likely to receive a LAP Screen. However, when victims did
receive a LAP Screen, the chances of enduring a future intimate partner violence victimization
decreased. Implications and additional findings are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Throughout U.S. history, women’s rights groups have advocated and petitioned for laws in
an attempt to prevent and / or reduce violence against women. Up until the reform movements of
the 1960s and 1970s, the criminal justice system took a hands-off approach when it came to
punishing men in domestic violence cases; the system essentially applied the principle that if the
act of domestic violence did not leave a lasting indication of trauma, then it was not considered a
crime (Erez, 2002). During the reform movements, specifically through the work of the feminist
movement and other social advocacy groups, the battered women’s movement emerged. The
movement both demanded the attention of the public and the criminal justice system and
commanded a more proactive approach in the protection of women, particularly for victims of
rape and domestic violence. The groundwork made by the battered women’s movement during
this period paved the way for the modern-day protections for women and laws against domestic
violence. Such examples include the use of risk assessments (e.g. Lethality Assessment Program,
Danger Assessment) to prevent escalated violence and lethality for victims of intimate partner
violence. These efforts have also brought to light the extent of this serious social problem.
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine these issues by applying the repeat
victimization framework to assess the nature and extent of repeat intimate partner violence in Las
Vegas, Nevada. In addition, the present study addresses the effectiveness of the Las Vegas
Metropolitan Police Department’s (LVMPD) use of the Lethality Assessment Program (LAP)
(an adapted version of the Maryland Model further discussed in Chapter 2) to determine how it
may impact repeat victimization. Further, lifestyle exposure theory will be used to support and
describe the victim / offender relationship for intimate partner violence. The goals of this
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dissertation are to expand prevention efforts to those victims who are at the greatest risk of
further victimization by adding knowledge to the limited research in the United States on repeat
intimate partner violence victimization, aiding with informing policy, and helping to create a
pathway for future research in this area.
This chapter includes a general overview of intimate partner violence, a brief overview of
repeat intimate partner violence, and the police response to it. Because research suggests that the
best predictor of a future victimization is a previous victimization, the repeat victimization
framework may serve as a tool in understanding and preventing intimate partner violence
(Bridgeman & Sampson, 1994; Ellingworth, Farrell, & Pease, 1995; Farrell & Pease, 1993;
Farrell, Tseloni, & Pease, 2005; Polvi, Looman, Humphries, & Pease, 1991; Trickett, Osborn,
Seymour, & Pease, 1992).
It should be noted that the terms domestic violence and intimate partner violence are often
used interchangeably throughout the literature. Nevertheless, there are important differences
between the two. Domestic violence is the broader term that concerns violence between people
who share or shared a domestic relationship. This broad term encompasses intimate partner
violence, violence between family members, and violence between cohabitants. Intimate partner
violence is one of the most prevalent forms of domestic violence and refers to any violence that
occurs between people who currently share or formerly shared an intimate relationship together,
such as persons in current and former dating relationships, current and formerly married couples,
and people who share children in common (Smith et al., 2017). This can be physical, sexual,
emotional, or psychological violence and abuse (Black et al., 2011). See Appendices A and B for
complete federal and Nevada definitions of domestic violence and intimate partner violence.
When discussing the extant literature, I will use the terms that are used in the particular studies.
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For purposes of this dissertation, the term intimate partner violence will be used.
Problem Statement: Domestic Violence in the United States and Nevada
Despite the significant strides made by the battered women’s movement, coupled with the
ongoing education of the general public, especially among police officials, it is evident there is
more progress that needs to be made. Violence against women continues to be a pervasive
phenomenon that affects millions of individuals regardless of race, religion, nationality, socioeconomic status, level of educational attainment, or age. For example, a recent report published
by the World Health Organization (2013) using data from 79 countries, including the United
States, affirmed that violence against women (and intimate partner violence in particular), is a
global epidemic. Universally, one in every three women will experience some form of domestic
violence in their lifetime (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2013). In other words, more than one-third of all
women globally have been impacted, either physically and / or mentally, by domestic violence.
This is particularly significant because the majority of female murder victims are killed by
someone they know, with the significant proportion being a current or former intimate partner
(Campbell, Glass, Sharps, Laughon, & Bloom, 2007; Catalano, Smith, Snyder, & Rand, 2009;
Puzone, Saltzman, Kresnow, Thompson, & Mercy, 2000; Rennison & Welchans, 2000; Violence
Policy Center, 2012).
It is estimated that 1.3 million women are victimized at the hands of their intimate
partners each year in the United States (Reaves, 2017; Smith et al., 2017). Results from the
National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS) revealed that 37.3% of women
residing in the United States reported experiencing some form of victimization by an intimate
partner, including sexual or physical assault, and / or stalking, in their lifetime (Smith et al.,
2017). Yet, while this figure is quite large, domestic violence continues to be one of the most
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underreported crimes in the world for both men and women, with only a moderate proportion of
victimizations reported to the police (Strong & Cohen, 2013). Studies suggest that about half of
all domestic violence incidents (i.e. physical and / or sexual violence committed by an intimate
partner or spouse) go unreported or otherwise unknown to the police (Reaves, 2017; Tjaden &
Thoennes, 2000).
While there are a considerable number of women who experience violence within their
intimate relationships, data show that these violence experiences are not isolated; women often
suffer repeat incidents of violence during their relationships. As discussed further in Chapter 2,
studies show that a small portion of victims account for a disproportionate number of intimate
partner violence victimizations. For instance, data from the 1995-1996 National Violence
Against Women Survey (NVAWS) suggests that women who were battered by their intimate
partners had approximately 7.1 similar experiences in the course of their lifetime, and on
average, 3.4 victimizations at the hands of their intimate partner within the 12 months prior to the
survey (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Similarly, data from the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) suggests that almost one-third of female victims of intimate partner violence had
been battered two times or more in the preceding six months, and over one-third of those repeat
victims suffered more than five victimizations in that time (Greenfeld, Rand, Craven, & Klaus,
1998).
Analyzing domestic violence at the state level is challenging because of the lack of state
databases that track these data. Nonetheless, as of July 2017 there were an estimated 2.998
million residents in Nevada (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018), with 1,592,178 of those residents living
within LVMPD jurisdictional boundaries (FBI, 2017). Moreover, LVMPD, which is the largest
police agency in the State of Nevada, received 1,009,038 total calls for service in 2017, with
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77,435 of those calls involving domestic violence. According to Torrez-Cortez of the Las Vegas
Sun Newspaper, Safe Nest, Nevada’s oldest and largest domestic violence prevention program
made contact with around 30,000 victims in 2016 (Torres-Cortez, 2017). Accordingly, almost
44% of women and 33% of men residing in Nevada have been a victim of some form of intimate
partner violence, as reported in the most recent National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence
Survey (Smith et al., 2017).
While there are aspects of this information that can be debated, over the past few years, a
number of sources have reported Nevada as having one of the highest domestic violence
homicide rates in the country. Using data available from the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
Supplementary Homicide Report, the Violence Policy Center’s most recent annual report ranked
Nevada second in 2015 for the rate of women being killed by men with 2.29 homicides per
100,000 females (Violence Policy Center, 2017). Further, ever since the Violence Policy Center
began creating annual reports in 1998, Nevada has placed within the top 10 states for highest
rates of females murdered by men in a single victim/offender incident for 19 out 20 reports
(Violence Policy Center, 2017). Concurring with this claim, Everytown, a gun safety support
organization aimed at reducing gun violence in America, found women in Nevada are 65% more
likely to be murdered using a firearm by an intimate partner than other women in the nation
(Everytown for Gun Safety, 2017). While these figures give insight into the serious and
persistent problem Las Vegas is facing, one must exercise some caution when interpreting these
data due to the unique culture of Las Vegas. For example, the sizeable tourist population is not
calculated in victimization rates. Thus, it is even more vital to study repeat intimate partner
violence in Las Vegas.
Consequences of Intimate Partner Violence
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The repercussions of experiencing intimate partner violence extend well beyond the actual
victimization. Moreover, the severe trauma sustained can have long-lasting and devastating
effects. Specifically, for females, these adverse effects are substantial and include depression,
physical difficulties, psychological problems, and reproductive consequences, suicidality, and
chronic health problems (Campbell, 2002). At the far end of the spectrum, victims of intimate
partner violence can also experience homicide or suicide. According to the Violence Policy
Center’s most recent annual report (2017), almost three women are murdered every day in the
United States by their current or former intimate partners. Complicating the matter is the issue of
repeat victimization for victims of intimate partner violence, which is particularly problematic. A
further source of concern impacting the extent of impact for victims of intimate partner violence
is the issue of police response (Sherman, Smith, Schmidt & Rogan, 1992).
Repeat Victimization Framework
Since intimate partner violence is not random, research suggests that studying its
repetitive nature can aid in identifying patterns of crime, which can be an effective tool in
predicting and preventing future victimization (Bridgeman & Sampson, 1994; Ellingworth,
Farrell, & Pease, 1995; Farrell, 1992; Farrell & Pease, 1993; Farrell, Tseloni, & Pease, 2005;
Polvi, Looman, Humphries, & Pease, 1991; Trickett, Osborn, Seymour, & Pease, 1992). Repeat
victimization is a crime pattern in which the same person is a victim of the same type of crime by
either a different (i.e., heterogeneity or flag) or same (i.e., event or boost) offender (these
concepts are described in greater detail in Chapter 2). Frequent recurrence is often described as
one of the key characteristics of domestic violence (Walker, 2008). For instance, Farrell and
Pease (2014) found that more than three-quarters of all assaults are committed against persons
who have already been assaulted. Intimate partner violence was once labeled “the quintessential
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repeat crime,” (Laycock, 2001, p. 67) thus, understanding the patterns of repeat victimization can
guide the prevention of intimate partner violence.
To illustrate the extent of the problem from a repeat victimization perspective, Figure 1
displays data provided by LVMPD on victims of intimate partner violence during one month in
2015. Of the nearly 1,000 victims of intimate partner violence in January 2015, over one-third
became repeat victims of intimate partner violence within three years. Of the victims who
received the Lethality Screen portion of the LAP (a two-pronged risk assessment tool used by
police to predict and prevent intimate partner violence escalation), 32.9% became repeat victims,
compared to 37.7% for victims who did not receive the LAP. Further, as the figure indicates,
some victims experience multiple (5 or more) victimizations within 3 years.

Figure 1.1 Repeat Domestic Violence / LAP Analysis
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Police Intervention
Over the last few decades, police response to intimate partner violence has drastically
changed as research with victims revealed their needs were often not getting met. What was once
known as the unaddressed crime committed behind closed doors was now at the forefront of
police agency agenda. Police interventions have adapted to provide a more interventionalist
approach by employing a variety of different methods to prevent intimate partner violence,
reduce recidivism rates, and reduce its profound consequences. One of the first, and perhaps the
most notable studies on domestic violence, was conducted by Sherman and Berk (1984) and is
known as the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment. The results of the study are most
often credited as the driving force behind police agencies implementation of mandatory arrest
policies in domestic violence cases. As a result, many states have mandatory or pro-arrest
policies for domestic violence offenders, and all 50 states, including the District of Columbia,
have state laws that allow officers to make warrantless arrests for domestic violence when there
is probable cause (American Bar Association, 2011).
While calling the police is the one of the most frequently used methods of help-seeking,
there are a number of interventions that police utilize in assisting victims of intimate partner
violence. The use of civil protection orders, also known as restraining orders, is intended to be a
mechanism for victims to obtain legal protection from their abusers. Protection orders are
designed to assist victims with separating themselves and prohibiting contact with their abuser in
hopes of minimizing future life-threating risks of abuse (Diviney, Parekh, & Olson, 2009;
Troshynski, Mizrachi, & Magnus, 2015). Shelters for battered women can provide a number of
crisis-oriented services for abused women such as a crisis hotline, social service referral and
advocacy, legal advocacy, temporary shelter services, group and individual counseling, services
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for children of abused women, temporary housing, and job training and placement programs.
Victim advocates can offer a great deal of assistance and support by empowering victims and
aiding in filling out paperwork, going to court, providing information, as well as offering
emotional support and encouragement. Advocates can work for or with police agencies, social
service providers, or courts, and are often utilized by police officers to assist victims of intimate
partner violence.
Additionally, scholars have developed several evidence-based tools, such as the
aforementioned LAP that can be used to help identify the risk of re-abuse, the severity of
violence, and the risk of lethality. The two-prong program consists of a protocol and an 11-item
questionnaire that is designed to be used by first-responding officers on intimate partner violence
calls. The police collaborate with social service providers and advocates to assist victims with
creating a safety plan and offer immediate referrals for services over the phone to victims
deemed to be of “high risk” for escalating intimate partner violence and homicide (Campbell,
Webster, & Glass, 2009). In recent years, significant shifts in policy and practice has led to
notable progress in addressing and developing ways to reduce repeat intimate partner violence
victimizations. This can ultimately lead to better understanding and the prevention of intimate
partner homicide.
Structure of Dissertation
The remainder of this dissertation is divided into four main chapters. The following
chapter provides an overview of the existing literature. It outlines and summarizes research in the
areas of lifestyle exposure theory and its correlates of intimate partner violence, repeat
victimization, and the lethality assessment program as it relates to intimate partner violence. A
statement of research questions will conclude this Chapter. Chapter 3 will provide a discussion
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on the key concepts and variables that relate to five research questions. Further, it will cover the
research methodology including design, procedure, sample, and measures for the current study.
Chapter 4 will provide the main findings of the analyses for each of the five research questions.
Chapter 5 will discuss the key findings and limitations of this research, along with policy
implications and directions future potential research. A number of practical and police
implications drawn from this research will be presented at the end of this project.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The present study is driven by research in the areas of repeat victimization and intimate
partner violence. The theoretical framework that supports this study provides a link between
these two phenomena and is incorporated in this chapter. This chapter is divided into the
following four segments: (a) Lifestyle Exposure Theory and Correlates of Intimate Partner
Violence; (b) Repeat Intimate Partner Violence Victimization; (c) Police Operational Theories;
and (d) Research Questions.
Lifestyle Exposure Theory and Correlates of Intimate Partner Violence
Lifestyle Exposure Theory
Lifestyle exposure theory was developed by a group of scholars to account for the
differences in the risks of violent victimizations for certain groups in society and to describe
patterns of victimization in the United States (Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo, 1978). By
studying data from the National Crime Survey (now called the National Crime Victimization
Survey), they discovered a pattern of victimization that was not evenly distributed and that
individuals with certain demographic characteristics were more likely to be victimized
(Hindelang et al., 1978). Thus, Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo (1978) theorized that certain
groups in society often practice lifestyles which are patterned, recurrent, or whose “routine
activities” increase their probability of risk to victimization through exposure to motivated
offenders (Garofalo, 1987). Lifestyle exposure theory is predicated on two basic assumptions
(Miethe & Meier, 1990). The first is that the patterns, routine activities, and lifestyle choices
function as mechanisms to influence contact between possible victims and offenders. Second,
offenders choose their victim depending on the amount of guardianship a victim has, as well as

11

the subjective and perceived value of that victim (Hindelang et al., 1978).
Although the theories differ in how to explain the behavior that puts people at risk for
victimization, lifestyle and routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & Boba, 2010)
have frequently been melded together and are often interchangeably used in literature. Both of
these theories share the same core propositions, most notably relating to victimization, and also
use much of the same language in describing them (though for purposes of this dissertation, this
segment will only focus on the lifestyle exposure theory). Both theories describe how
individuals’ routine activities and lifestyles determine their risk of exposure or proximity to
criminal populations, which then determines their risk of victimization (Hindelang, 1976;
Hindelang et al., 1978; Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & Boba, 2010). In addition, according to
both theories, victimization is a function of the convergence of the motivated offender in time
and space, along with an attractive target/victim, and in the absence of a capable guardian
(Felson & Boba, 2010). Further, lifestyle exposure theory posits the same approach that Cohen
and Felson (1979) proposed, which is that criminal acts are not simply a function of the actions
of offenders, but are also connected to an individual’s daily routines. Yet, the fundamental
difference between the two theories is the way that the risk of victimization is considered. While
lifestyle theory initially intended to explain the differences in risks of victimization between
various social groups (Miethe & Meier, 1990), it asserts that the role of “high risk times, places,
and people” increases the probability of becoming a victim, although does not guarantee
victimization will occur (Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 245). In contrast, Cohen and Felson (1979)
are not concerned with the probability of a victimization, but rather with describing the actual
victimization event.
The lifestyle exposure theoretical model of personal victimization is diagramed in Figure
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2-1. This model outlines the causal sequence of how one’s demographic characteristics can be
used to explain why victimization occurs. The arrows represent the several causal relationships
that are formed between theoretical concepts. The dashed lines surrounding the demographic
characteristics box in the model are meant to show that these characteristics are not intended to
cause role expectations or structural constraints, however, depending on an individual’s
demographic characteristics, certain role expectations and structural constraints will be imposed.

Figure 2.1 The Lifestyle Exposure Theoretical Model of Personal Victimization

Source: Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 243.

The Victim / Offender Overlap
The early work of von Hentig (1948) laid the groundwork toward studying victim
proneness, and the extent that victims precipitated their own victimization by identifying 13
victim typologies. He proposed that the victim is “one of the determinants” in a criminal event as
a “nefarious symbiosis” exists between the “doer and sufferer” (von Hentig, 1948, p. 1). In other
words, according to von Hentig, for victimization to occur, a victim and offender need to interact
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together, thus, equally responsible for the occurrence. Wolfgang (1958) similarly argued that
individuals may provoke their own risk of victimization by simply using words or actions that
may stimulate the emotions of an offender, thus, placing themselves in danger of being a victim
of violence. This may be as a result of certain demographic characteristics, lifestyles, behaviors,
or socio-economic status individuals possess. He concluded that some individuals can put
themselves at risk of being a victim of multiple offenses or for being a repeat victim because of
their perceived attractiveness or vulnerably to potential offenders. Sparks (1981) also followed
suit and proposed that individuals may elicit their own risk of multiple victimizations. He offered
that one’s “proneness” to victimization is influenced by a multitude of factors which include
cultural, economic, psychological, social, and spatio-temporal aspects. Moreover, Von Hentig’s
early discoveries conclude that “the relationships between perpetrator and victim are much more
intricate,” thus “it may happen that the two distinct categories merge” (1948, p. 383). In fact,
Jennings, Piquero, & Reingle (2012) concluded there is an abundance of research in support of
the victim/offender overlap (31 studies identified) compared to nominal research which
concludes mixed or limited support for the overlap (6 studies identified).
Further consideration into the generalized notion of victim responsibility has led critics in
the field of victimology to reject the problematic “victim blaming” stigmatization that
accompanies theories which center on victim precipitation and involvement (Bryant & Spencer,
2003; Campbell & Raja, 1999; Walklate, 1989). Nonetheless, several victimization theories,
namely the lifestyle exposure theory, have since contributed to the discourse into the correlates
of victimization and have proposed several reasonable prevention strategies.
Lifestyle exposure theory suggests that certain characteristics such as age, race, marital
status, gender, education, and income have an influence on rates of victimization since one’s
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lifestyle is influenced by these specific characteristics. Further, individuals most often associate
with those who share in like-interests, behaviors, and characteristics, so it is understandable that
one’s risk is directly proportional to the number of shared characteristics with offenders
(Hindelang et al., 1978). Research has repeatedly confirmed the notion that victims and offenders
share several of the same behaviors, characteristics, and demographics (Cohen, Kluegel, & Land,
1981; Gottfredson, & Hirschi, 1986; Hindelang, 1976, Hindelang, 1981; Hindelang et al., 1978).
The “principal of homogamy” suggests shared victim and offender demographics and attributes
those similarities to one’s risk of victimization (Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990). According to this
principal, there are particular socio-demographic characteristics of victims that may elicit them
to spend more time with offenders who share these same socio-demographic characteristics
(Cohen et al., 1981). The convergence of these victims and offenders can thus be a function of
the environment in which these individuals associate with each other. For example, research on
violent offenders and victims of violent crime indicates several similarities in terms of age
(young); race (black) gender (males), and those who live in certain environments (urban areas)
(Hindelang, 1976; Hindelang, 1981; Hindelang et al., 1978; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1986).
Likewise, married females with higher income are generally at lower risk of victimization,
because their social and familial roles lead them to spend less time in proximity with potential
offenders and more time in private domains (Scott, 2003).
Although studies suggest that there are similarities in socio-demographic factors between
victims and offenders that determine the level of risk for victimization in general, victims and
offenders of intimate partner violence are not considered to be included in this proposition,
because this type of victimization is committed by intimate partners and often occurs in one’s
home. The unique nature and characteristics of intimate and familial relationships may in fact
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heighten the likelihood for violence in one’s home because family members often spend a great
deal of time interacting with each other, and those interactions have potential to be emotionally
intense (Gelles, 1987). Respectively, the more time spent together increases the risk of violence
to occur. Thus, an adapted version of the lifestyle exposure theory may be beneficial and
practical in addressing violence among intimate partners and its repetitive nature.
Correlates of Intimate Partner Violence: Demographic Characteristics
As noted above, according to lifestyle exposure theory, there are certain lifestyle and
routine activities that people engage in that influence the opportunity for contact between people.
Further, there are certain factors and demographic characteristics that can lead to differences in
lifestyles, which can ultimately lead to differences in the likelihood of victimization (Hindelang
et al., 1978). For instance, lifestyle exposure factors that have been shown to differentiate single
victims and repeat victims include certain lifestyle characteristics, such as the time one spends
outside of the home in the evening hours, the use of public transportation after 9 p.m., and the
amount of time spent with possible offenders (Lasley & Rosenbaum, 1988; Mukherjee &
Carcach, 1998; Tseloni, 2000). However, while there are factors that can be generally applied to
all crimes, lifestyle exposure theory has not been widely utilized to examine intimate partner
violence. Each of the social demographic characteristics that have been determined to be risk
factors according to the lifestyle exposure framework in predicting general victimization have
not completely held true when the theory is applied intimate partner violence. However, there are
several risk factors that have been found to correlate with intimate partner violence victimization
and are summarized below:
Age. Women of all ages are subject to intimate partner violence victimization; however,
younger women happen to possess the greatest risk (Smith et al., 2017). Similarly, it is suggested
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that risk of intimate partner violence decreases with age, particularly for women (Caetano &
Field, 2005; Thompson et al., 2006). Black and colleagues (2011) revealed that many women are
between the ages of 18 and 24 years old (47.1%) at the onset of experiencing some form of
intimate partner violence. The following age groups in order of risk are 11 to 17 years old
(22.4%), and 25 to 34 years old (21.1%). Further, the median age of victims of intimate partner
violence is 28, while the median age of offenders is 30 (Mele, 2009). Similarly, regardless of
gender, younger individuals are more likely to be perpetrators of intimate partner violence.
Drugs and Alcohol. Research has continually shown a relationship between intimate
partner violence and alcohol and drug abuse, due to the fact that they can impede one’s ability to
think rationally and hamper one’s ability to respond reasonably in dangerous situations.
Specifically, for both men and women, the presence of drugs and alcohol are directly associated
with an increase in intimate partner violence victimizations (Bevan & Higgins, 2002; Guille,
2004). This has been shown to hold true for abuse on behalf of both victim and / or offender.
Thus, both illicit drug and alcohol use by both victim and offender have been shown to be
positively associated with IPV victimization. Further complicating this matter is the result of
substance abuse problems stemming from the repeated abuse endured within an intimate partner
relationship (Field, Caetano, & Nelson, 2004).
Education. Research has shown that educational attainment is a significant predictor of
intimate partner violence. Particularly, individuals who are more educated are less likely to be
both victims and perpetrators of intimate partner violence as opposed to individuals with lower
educational histories (Lauritsen & Schaum, 2004; Wright, 2012; Xie, Heimer, and Lauritsen,
2012). Thus, wage earning potential is suggested to be a protective factor for both victims and
offenders. These findings suggest that greater educational attainment is positively correlated with
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better communication skills. In other words, women with higher levels of education may have
greater communication skills to better deal with their partner’s frustration and anger, thus making
them at risk to intimate partner violence, than women with lower levels of education.
Employment. Intimate partner violence has been shown to be related to economic stress
and unemployment, in that it has the capacity to impede a women’s ability to find employment
(Goodwin, Chandler, & Meisel, 2003). Employment rates also contribute to an increased risk of
becoming a repeat victim (Moore & Parmley, 1999). Mukherjee & Carcach (1998) found that
individuals who are unemployed were at greater risk of experiencing repeat victimization, as
opposed to one who is steadily employed. Further, female victims of domestic violence, who are
financially dependent on their perpetrators, are often at a greater risk of repeat victimization and
by the same offender than women who are financially independent. Xie, Heimer, and Lauritsen
(2012) found that women who rendered economic gains, such as participation in the labor force,
were shown to be at a reduced risk of intimate partner violence victimization. Despite these
findings, there is research that shows an impact on intimate partner violence when there is a
discrepancy in employment levels between partners (e.g., female earns more or is more gainfully
employed than the male. For example, Macmillan and Gartner (1999) found higher rates of
intimate partner violence between married couples when wives, but not their husbands, were
participants in the labor force.
Gender. There is an abundant body of evidence that shows in general, women have lower
victimization rates than males (Truman & Rand, 2010). However, studies also show that victims
of intimate partner violence are most often female (64%), while their offenders are usually males
(Cooper & Smith, 2011; Mele, 2009). Anderson (1997) suggests that men use violence as a way
to re-establish their masculinity and control in relationships. Although men can be victims of
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intimate partner violence, the risk of victimization is significantly lower than females (Black et
al., 2011; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). With this said, there is a lot of controversy surrounding
gender symmetry (females perpetrating intimate partner violence at roughly the same rate as
males) versus gender asymmetry (although both males and females can be perpetrators of
intimate partner violence, the majority of violence is inflicted upon females) which has been well
documented (Ansara & Hindin, 2010; Johnson, 2008; Morse, 1995; Straus, 2010).
Income. Individuals of lower socio-economic status are more likely to become victims of
intimate partner violence, as well as victims of repeat intimate partner violence (Gabor & Mata,
2004; Lauritsen & Schaum, 2004; Mukherjee & Carcach, 1998). Research on macro-level
correlates of victimization reveal that concentrated disadvantage between neighborhoods was
positively related to increased rates of victimization (Lauritsen & Schaum, 2004; Pinchevsky &
Wright, 2012). In addition, both the strains of neighborhood disadvantage and family income
have been determined to increase one’s risk of victimization (Benson, Fox, De Maris, & Van
Wyk, 2003; Lauritsen, 2001). That is, the lower the reported household income, the greater the
rate of intimate partner violence (Carlson, 2000). Conversely, Kaukinen (2004) found that
women who had higher levels of education and income than their spouses were more likely to
experience emotional abuse when compared to women who had similar or lower education and
income than their spouse. Despite these findings, very little is known about intimate partner
violence experienced by women with higher income.
Race. Literature has consistently demonstrated a link between intimate partner violence
and race/ethnicity, however, the results are varied. Minority status has been repeatedly shown to
be associated with increased incidence of intimate partner violence victimization, especially
among those of African-American heritage or Hispanic ethnicity (Caetano, Schafe, Clark,
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Cunradi, & Raspberry, 2000; Wareham, Boots, & Chavez, 2009). In contrast, both Coker, Smith,
Bethea, King, and McKeown (2000) and Markowitz (2001) proposed that women who are White
/ Caucasian have the greatest risk of intimate partner violence victimization, while White /
Caucasian males present the greatest likelihood for perpetration. Moreover, researchers have
found differences between individuals in same-race relationships as opposed to interracial/ethnic
relationships. Findings suggest that interracial couples are more likely than same-race couples to
engage in behaviors which lead to violence within the relationship, the victim being injured, and
the perpetrator being arrested (Chartier & Caetano, 2012; Fusco, 2010; Martin, Cui, Ueno, &
Finchman, 2013).
Results from the National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS) found
that among U.S. women who experienced some form of violence by an intimate partner (rape,
physical violence, or stalking), multi-racial (i.e. two or more races) females have the highest
lifetime incidence (53.8%) of intimate partner violence victimization; after that American Indian
/ Alaskan Native (46%), Black / African American (43.7%), Hispanic / Latino (37.1%), White /
Caucasian (34.1%), and Asian / Pacific Islander (19.6%) (Black et al., 2011). These findings
suggest that race effects might be confounded by different ecological contexts of community
disorganization and structural strain theories.
Relationship. Interwoven throughout the literature above, it is theorized that an important
component of intimate partner violence is the opportunity for contact between victims and
offenders. Thus, relationship status is suggested to be interconnected to the amount of time
victims spend in the presence of abusers and intensifies risks of intimate partner violence
victimization (Daigneault, Hebert, & McDuff, 2009). Moreover, it has been established that
victimization is most common amongst cohabitating couples (Moffitt & Caspi, 1999). Wright
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(2012) postulated that in addition to other individual level factors, cohabitation without marriage
was related to both the frequency and prevalence of intimate partner violence. Thus, status as
being married serves as a protective factor against intimate partner violence victimization. Even
when the victim leaves the relationship, they are still at risk for repeat victimization as they may
still cohabitate in the same community, continue to have the same social ties, or share children
with their abuser. Thus, because of the dynamic of intimate partner relationships there is more
contact and, therefore more opportunity to be victimized.
Sexual Orientation. Intimate partner violence has also been shown to occur in same-sex
relationships. Studies indicated that intimate partner violence within same-sex relationships is
more prevalent than violence within heterosexual relationships (Goldberg & Meyer, 2013;
Messinger, 2011). In fact, research shows that about one quarter to one half off all same-sex
relationships involve abusive dynamics between the two partners (Alexander, 2002; Burke,
Jordan & Owen, 2002; McClennen, 2005; Pitt, 2000). Men who are victims of intimate partner
violence, whether in same-sex relationships or heterosexual relationships, can be reluctant to
report their victimization due to fear of not being taken seriously (Burke & Follingstad, 1999;
Murray & Mobley, 2009). Complicating the situation is the lack of services and domestic
violence shelters available for males as well as same-sex couples.
Summary of Research on Lifestyle Exposure Theory and Correlates to Domestic Violence
Lifestyle exposure theory can be useful in examining how and why victims of intimate
partner violence are repeatedly victimized. Investigation in this area may help explain why
victims might be attractive targets, and explain what conditions or circumstances sets them at an
increased risk of victimization and vulnerable to offenders. Research suggests that by examining
the underlying mechanisms between the aforementioned risk factors of intimate partner violence
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and one’s lifestyle, prevention efforts can be focused on those victims who are at the greatest risk
of intimate partner violence.
Repeat Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
Repeat Victimization Framework
Under the broad umbrella of the situational crime prevention perspective, the study of both
the rational choice perspective (Cornish & Clarke, 1986) and routine activities theory (Cohen &
Felson, 1979), coupled with the aforementioned lifestyle theory of victimization (Hindelang et
al., 1978), have influenced the modern practice of crime prevention. The merging of “sound
judgments of victim suitability and guardian proximity defines a reasoned choice” (Farrell,
Phillips, & Pease, 1995, p. 386). Moreover, the framework of repeat victimization can be
described as a combination of rational choice perspective and routine activities theory, as it
relates to repeat crimes committed against the same victim or target, and how lifestyle and daily
activities, increase people’s risk of crime. However, these victims and their offenders represent a
small proportion of society as most individuals are not repeat victims (Johnson, Bowers, &
Hirschfield, 1997; Osborn & Tseloni, 1998).
The rational choice perspective draws on the classical theory of deterrence which was
originally crafted during the 18th century through the work of Italian philosopher Cesare Beccaria
(1785). Clarke and Cornish developed the rational choice perspective in order to gain an
understanding of the modern concepts of criminal decision-making and to support and give focus
to Clarke’s (1980) theory of situational crime prevention (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cornish &
Clarke, 1986). Using a crime-specific focus to study the offender’s decision-making processes,
researchers considered the offender’s limited/bounded rationality with making a distinction
between criminal involvement and criminal events (Clarke & Cornish, 1985). The basis behind
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the rational choice perspective is that individuals commit crimes as a result of rational choices
made when considering the potential costs and benefits of the act. Thus, the decision to engage in
the crime is a choice in which offenders make in an effort to maximize their benefits while
minimizing their costs. The rational choice perspective is broad and is able to be applied to a
wide range of offenses to explain the criminological phenomena (Clarke, 1997). Although the
perspective has been most frequently applied to property offense such as burglary (Cromwell,
Olson, & Avary, 1991; Walsh, 1980;) and auto theft (Light, Nee, & Ingham, 1993; Spencer,
1992) it is also often applied to crimes which involve violent behavior (Indermaur, 1996;
Morrison & O’ Donnell, 1996).
In the attempt to understand the factors that influence the range of choices available to
individuals, Cohen and Felson, (1979) and Felson (1986) enhanced the understanding of criminal
events, victim characteristics, and victimization experiences by contributing to the theoretical
base of situational crime prevention with the specification and development of the routine
activities theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & Boba, 2010; Felson & Clarke, 1998). Cohen
and Felson theorized that crime occurs when a likely and motivated offender converges with a
suitable target in the absence of capable guardians (Cohen & Felson, 1979). However, they did
not speculate on the offender’s motivation for the crime, but rather the convergence of the initial
three essential elements in time and space, upon favoring the criminal event rather than the
development of a criminal disposition. Any criminal event that does not include all three of these
elements can often lead an offender away from crime (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Sherman, Gartin,
& Buerger, 1989). These findings have found to be true for multiple different crimes. Routine
activities theory has also been applied as a framework for postulating that one’s particular
lifestyle or repetitive activities such as unemployment, excessive consumption of alcohol, and

23

being away from home during the weekend can increase the chances of suitable targets and
motivated offenders converging (Lasley & Rosenbaum, 1988).
Underlying Explanations of Repeat Victimization: Heterogeneity (Flag) and Event
Dependent (Boost) Risk Factors

Park and Eck (2013) point out that despite the strides made in recent years regarding
the study of repeat victimization, very little consideration has been given to the “sampling
and replacement” characteristics that appears in this framework (Park & Eck, 2013, p. 400).
For example, when a person is selected for victimization, they enter right back into the
victimization pool; thus, they have the same probability to be chosen for a subsequent
victimization. Despite recognizing that victimizations occur both random and independent of
one another, research continues to concentrate on a small segment of the population
regardless of the absence of the nonrandom element (Park & Eck, 2013). However,
regardless of bringing attention to this dynamic, it is important to note that repeat
victimization possesses nonrandom elements.
As it pertains to domestic violence, findings suggest that through the course of a
relationship, most repeat domestic violence is committed at the hands of a single perpetrator
against a single victim (Mele, 2006). Nevertheless, repeat victimization can occur by either the
same offender or different offenders. Although there is no direct answer to why repeat
victimization happens, Pease (1998), offers two explanations in order to better understand the
phenomenon. The explanation of the risk heterogeneity (also referred to as the flag explanation)
element of repeat victimization refers to the constant characteristics of a victim (i.e. lifestyle) that
appeal to many offenders, which not only makes the risk of subsequent victimization greater (or
flag one’s risk) but also the probability the repeat victimization will occur by a different
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offender. Furthermore, when the victim becomes flagged, it is considered that because of certain
characteristics, or sometimes referred to as risk factors such as suitability, vulnerability and
desirability, the first victimization then boosts the probability of later crimes occurring
(Gottfredson, 1984; Hindelang et al., 1978; Farrell, Phillips, & Pease 1995; Pease, 1998;

Sparks, Genn, & Dodd, 1977; Tseloni & Pease, 2003; 2004).
In contrast, an event dependence risk (also referred to as the boost explanation) refers to
the choice of the same offenders victimizing the same victims (or boosts), once learning they are
suitable either in terms of low risk or high reward, as opposed to seeking out other victims, as
they are already conversant with the risks and benefits (Farrell, 1995; Gottfredson, 1984;

Hindelang et al., 1978; Pease, 1998, Sparks et al., 1977; Tseloni & Pease, 2003, 2004). The
effort on behalf of the perpetrator decreases with each event dependent repeat victimization, in
that the victim feels progressively submissive and powerless as each victimization occurs. The
initial level of risk is established during the first victimization and decreases with the absence of
a capable guardian. In other words, increased risk levels for future victimizations are also
associated with interventions such as the police being called, or with an intervening family
member or neighbor (i.e. capable guardian), though there are only minimal risks to the
perpetrator in that victimizations occur in the privacy of one’s home. Likewise, if the victim is
seen as a low risk and high reward, reoccurrence of victimization is predicted to occur. However,
if the victim elected to leave the situation after the initial victimization, she was considered to be
an unsuitable victim. Thus, a disproportionate increase in repeat victimization may occur when
all three elements are available (suitable target/victim, motivated offender, lack of capable
guardian; Farrell, 1995).
Both elements of risk are considered to exist in variation of degree when contributing to
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levels of repeat victimization. However, it is theorized that the lifestyle factors of risk
heterogeneity for victims of domestic violence combined with the aggressive behaviors that men
exhibit, perpetuates the amount of event dependent repeat victims. As supported by past
qualitative research conducted on both victims and offenders, it is postulated that the event/boost
explanation of repeat victimization is responsible for virtually all repeat incidences for the
majority of crime types (Ashton, Brown, Senior, & Pease, 1998; Bowers & Johnson 2004;
Chenery, Ellingworth, Tseloni, & Pease, 1996; Everson 2003; Grove, Farrell, Farrington, &
Johnson, 2012; Tseloni & Pease 2003)
General Repeat Victimization Literature
The first major study on repeat victimization began with an analysis of records from a
hospital in Texas examining the frequency in which victims returned with repeat injuries such as
serious stab wounds and gunshots (Johnson, Kerper, Hayes, & Killenger, 1973). Johnson,
Kerper, Hayes, & Killenger (1973) discovered that the same people (26% of the sample who
were often single males with a criminal record) frequently returned with similar wounds as their
previous hospital visit. The implications from this study led to an increase in consciousness of
the phenomenon of repeat victimization and sheds light on the need for a criminal justice
response for repeat victims.
In 1976, Eduard Ziegenhagen followed suit by studying repeat victims using official crime
reports. This study suggested that repeat victims were frequently males who were of lower socioeconomic status compared to non-repeat victims of isolated incidents. Ziegenhagen (1976) also
found that the same people were accounting for a disproportionate amount of crime and thus
established the rudimentary foundation for the pattern of repeat victimization. Ziegenhagen
further proposed the need for police to recognize and address repeat victimization in the context
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of crime prevention.
Sparks, Genn and Dodd (1977) further discovered that certain victims had a strong
propensity or “proneness” to become repeat victims of the same type of crime. Scrutinizing the
highly skewed distribution of victimization which was shown via mathematical modeling by
previous scholars, Sparks attempted to fit the data into a Poisson model. The data, however, was
not able to fit into a Poisson distribution. These results brought to light the conclusion that
victimization is more than just a random occurrence and does not occur sporadically by chance
or hard luck (Sparks et al., 1977; Sparks, 1981).
Renewed interest in repeat victimization came 10 years later with Genn’s (1988) return to
the Sparks, Genn & Dodd (1977) research site for follow up interviews with victims. After
spending numerous months with the sample of victims, Genn found that local victim surveys
only accounted for a fraction of all victimizations reported. Thus, Genn argued that in addition to
using surveys to collect data on victims, other methods should also be supplemented in order to
get a richer and more accurate account of crime experienced.
Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo (1978) established several patterns of repeat
victimization by using data from eight U.S. cities and 165,000 interviews with victims.
Specifically, Hindelang et al. (1978) found that not all people are exposed to the same risk of
victimization because of the fact that crime occurs disproportionality in the streets and away
from one’s home. Furthermore, some individuals are at a greater risk of victimization than others
due to variation in time spent away from their homes. In other words, one’s lifestyle, or time
spent doing activities outside of the home including work and leisure activities, influences the
probability of victimization. Hindelang et al. (1978) further suggested that once a person
becomes a victim of a crime, the chances of a subsequent victimization is increased.
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Coinciding with research conducted by Sparks, Genn & Dodd (1997), Gottfredson (1984)
took note of and examined the highly skewed distribution of victimization while analyzing the
results of the 1984 British Crime Survey (Farrell & Pease, 1993). Gottfredson’s analysis revealed
that 71% of all repeat victimization incidents were reported by only 14% of survey respondents.
To further demonstrate this concern, Gottfredson pointed out that a slight 2.9% of the
respondents accounted for almost a quarter (23.7%) of all crime reported. In addition, the 1988
(Genn) and 1992 (Farrell) British Crime Surveys revealed a similar skewed distribution (Farrell
& Pease, 1993).
The Kirkholt Burglary Prevention Project in England was one of the first studies of its kind
to apply repeat victimization framework explicitly for crime prevention purposes (Forrester,
Frenz, M’Connell, & Pease, 1988; Forrester, Chatterton, & Pease, 1990; Pease, 1991).
Researchers constructed interventions that included employing different target methods intended
to prevent repeat incidents of residential burglary. Consistent with the findings of Hindelang et
al. (1978), researchers found that the chances of being burgled dramatically increased after one
burglary incident, therefore, prior burglary victimization was found to be the best predictor of
future victimization (Forrester et al., 1988; Forrester, et al. 1990).
Types of Repeated Victimization
A significant number of notable studies in the United States and other countries have
applied the repeat victimization framework to aid in developing appropriate prevention strategies
and to gain a better understanding of crimes such as burglary (Forrester et al., 1988, Forrester et
al., 1990; Polvi, Looman, Humphries, & Pease, 1991), business crime (Tilley, 1993), child abuse
(Finkelhor, Ormrod, Turner, & Holt, 2009; Hamilton & Browne, 1998), commercial crime
(Tilly, 1993; Bowers, 2001), elder abuse (Davis, Medina, & Avitabile, 2001), fraud (Titus &
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Glover, 2001), obscene phone calls (Pease, 1985), racial crime (Sampson & Phillips, 1992;
Sampson & Phillips, 1995), robbery (Nelson, 1980), sexual victimization (Blackwell, Lynn,
Vanderhoff, & Gidycz, 2004; Breitenbecher & Gidycz, 1998; Daigle, Fisher, & Stewart, 2009;
Gidycz, Rich, Orchowski, King, & Miller, 2006), and vehicle theft (Anderson, Chenery, &
Pease, 1995; Levy & Tartaro, 2010). However, with several notable exceptions described below,
the area of domestic violence has received less consideration with the repeat victimization
framework amongst scholars. Particular attention should be given to domestic violence
considering the extent of the problem and the need to better understand the repetitive nature of
the crime in order to develop appropriate prevention techniques.
Empirical research on domestic violence began during the 1970s with such scholars
sharing in the collective notion that frequent repetition is one of the fundamental characteristics
of domestic violence (Mele, 2009; Straus, 1976). Domestic violence victimization is also
generally recurrent and persistent (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Genn, 1988; Sheptycki, 1993;
Sherman & Berk, 1984; Sherman, Schmidt, Rogan & DeRiso, 1991; Sherman, Smith, Schmidt,
& Rogan, 1992; Sherman, Schmidt & Rogan, 1992). Accordingly, recent literature has shown
that a reliable predictor of future victimization can be delineated by a victim’s previous
victimization (Weisel, 2005). For example, according to one national survey, a female endures
an average of 6.9 assaults by the same partner (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). Moreover, the
problem lies within the small number of batterers who chronically re-abuse their partners
(Maxwell, Garner, & Fagan, 2001).
Time Course Patterns of Repeat Victimization
With consideration given to police response time, agency resources, community
characteristics, and crime type, the succession between victimizations should be considered so
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that periods of heightened risk can be identified (Farrell, 1995). Although research suggests that
the time course of repeat victimization is relatively consistent and steady across different crime
types, this research particularly highlights the importance of understanding the time course of
intimate partner violence. For intimate partner violence, the period directly following the
victimization is a juncture of increased risk of repeat victimization (Farrell, 1995; Daigle et al.,
2008). Because of this awareness, crime prevention efforts appear to be more effective directly
following the incident. For example, the findings from the 2001 British Crime Survey found that
more than two-thirds of victims were revictimized within 12 months (Walby & Allen (2004).
Similarly, Lloyd, Farrell, and Pease, (1994) distributed prevention technology to victims directly
following their initial intimate partner violence victimization. Thus, by intervening during this
immediate period of heighted re-victimization risk, a significant number of repeat incidents were
prevented.
Victim Focused Literature on Domestic Violence
In a report published by the National Institute of Justice, Pease and Laylock (1996) present
the idea of “hot dots,” which is similar to the notion of hot spots. Rather than areas of high crime
concentrations (i.e., “hot spots”), hot dots are victims who are repeatedly victimized (Farrell &
Sousa, 2001). Examining this concept further is the work of Moore-Parmley (1999), who
explored misdemeanor repeats of intimate partner violence in reference to victim characteristics,
the impact of arrest, as well as community influences in reference to the same repeat offender. In
general, Moore-Parmley (1999) found that a previous victimization is a strong predictor of the
occurrence and frequency of future violence and that unemployed victims are more likely to be
repeatedly victimized than those who are employed. In addition, Moore-Parmley (1999) also
offers evidence into Sherman and Berk’s (1984) findings on the deterrent effects of arrest of
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domestic violence but with a caveat: The arrest of the offender was associated with lower risk of
repeat victimization; however, this was most substantially among employed, non-black offenders
(see also Sherman, 1992). These findings yield results highlighting the importance of the need
for a greater understanding of both victim and offender characteristics and criminal justice
actions (e.g. arrest) when exploring ways to reduce repeat intimate partner violence.
Following suit with investigations in the area of victim-focused research on repeat
intimate partner violence, Lloyd, Farrell, and Pease (1994) were commissioned by the
Merseyside Police C Division in concordance with the UK Home Office Police Research Group
Crime Prevention Unit to evaluate the use of personal alarms for high-level victims at risk of
repeat intimate partner violence. Using technology originally designed to assist the elderly, a
portable one-touch neck-pendant alarm was distributed to a sample of victims who were either
no longer cohabitating with, were estranged from, or were separated from their abuser. The
alarm was used to notify and communicate with a call center operator regarding the need for
assistance at their residence with regard to repeated abuse. The call center operator further
triggered a police response in attempts to prevent a reoccurrence of intimate partner violence
victimization, detain offenders, and improve victims’ sense of safety. Lloyd and his colleagues
(1994) found that the large proportion of cases was comprised of a small percentage of repeat
victims. Further, they found that of the 1,450 households in the sample, almost half (43%) of the
172 intimate partner violence related incidents that occurred over a 25-month period consisted of
only 7% of the total number of households in the sample. Reports from victims concluded that
the alarms provided a sense of security, provided feelings of independence, empowerment,
greater self-worth, and they felt they provided a significant deterrent effect. Researchers
concluded that following the project, a reduction in violence was reported for those victims who
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were most repeatedly victimized (Lloyd, Farrell, & Pease, 1994).
Hanmer, Griffiths, and Jerwood (1999) developed a three-tiered model of incremental
police interventions which both focused on more reliable responses to assist victims by also
involving the offender in employing a strict and consistent approach for desistence against
chronic offenders of repeat intimate partner violence. The program intended to simultaneously
raise the intervention level as the number of police visits increased. Interventions involved both
the victim and offender and included a letter to the victim, a formal letter sanctions to the
offender, dispersal of a panic button for the victim, and imprisonment without the opportunity to
bail out for the offender. After a 12-month period, researchers discovered that around one third
(roughly 30%) of offenders accounted for almost two-thirds of police responses (60%). By
refining and improving responses for both victims and offenders, not only did the findings reveal
an increased period of time between calls, but the overall number of repeat incidents were
reduced just after one year (Hanmer, Griffiths, & Jerwood, 1999).
Summary of Repeat Victimization Literature

The increased academic interest in the area of repeat victimization has generated a
great amount of policy implications for police agencies (Farrell & Pease, 1993; 2001; Farrell,
Tseloni, & Pease, 2005; Pease, 1998; Tilley & Laycock, & Webb, 2002; Trickett et al.,
1992). For intimate partner violence, these implications have generated practical and efficient
ways to prevent crime, not just in the United States, but also in England and Wales (Farrell et
al., 2005). Such policies and practices are aimed at ending or reducing intimate partner violence
victimization and include criminal justice responses such as abuser treatment programs and arrest
polices, but also include innovative crime prevention efforts (e.g., the LAP) on behalf of police
departments (Bennett, Goodman, & Dutton, 1999; Dobash & Dobash, 2000; Fleury, Sullivan, &
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Bybee, 2000). Maxwell et al. (2001) assert that to “accurately predict the high rate of repeat
offenders and to find methods of helping their victims,” further research into the phenomenon of
repeat intimate partner violence victimization is necessary (p. 13).
Police Operational Theories
Early police responses to domestic violence were grounded in a deterrence framework. For
instance, in 1978, a report entitled, Deterrence and Incapacitation: Estimating the Effects of
Criminal Sanctions on Crime Rates was published by The National Academy of Sciences that
suggested policies and practices for domestic violence be guided by theories such as deterrence
and social control (Buzawa & Buzawa, 1990). In light of these recommendations, the National
Institute of Justice began funding studies on the deterrent effects of such criminal justice actions
including the effects of arrest when police are called to the scene of a domestic dispute.
Calling the police is the most common method of help-seeking for victims of intimate
partner violence, although is highly underreported to police (Catalano, Smith, Snyder, & Rand,
2009; Hutchinson & Hirschel, 1998). Evidence suggests that victims of intimate partner
homicide had sought services from the police six times more than any other social service
agency (Sharps, Campbell, Campbell, Gary & Webster, 2001a). In the year prior to an abused
woman suffering from an intimate partner homicide, research indicates that over a third of
victims sought police assistance, while only four percent of abused women were found to access
domestic violence services (Sharps et al., 2001b). Although services available for victims vary
from county to county, accessing these services occurs less often than seeking assistance from
the police. When women do utilize social service agencies, shelter services, or the assistance of
advocacy services, research shows a reduction in moderate or severe revictimization, and women
even report a sense of agency and empowerment (Campbell, 2005; Campbell, O’Sullivan, Roehl,
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& Webster, 2005; Goodkind, Sullivan, & Bybee, 2004; Goodman, Dutton, Vankos, & Weinfurt,
2005).
Although the use of shelter services by abused women was also shown to be the most
effective in reducing the risk of increased violence, many women are reluctant to seek out
domestic violence services in general, including shelter services (Campbell, 2005). Experts
believe that victims who are abused by their partners need to be educated about the risk of
escalation (Campbell, 2004). Moreover, domestic assault has been established as the strongest
predictor of intimate partner homicide (Campbell, Sharps, & Glass, 2001). In light of this,
scholars, practitioners, and experts have proposed a number of pragmatic solutions to aid in the
education and prevention-related goals of police and social service agencies by constructing a
mechanism for victims to benefit from the access to services. Risk assessments and the
collaboration with criminal justice, health, and advocacy services can improve the safety for
victims of intimate partner violence (Campbell et al., 2009).
Review of Proactive Police Policies on Domestic Violence in the United States
The Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment conducted by Sherman and Berk (1984)
is one of the first and most influential studies to date on police response to domestic violence.
Using police calls for service, Sherman and Berk employed a randomized experimental design to
determine the influence that arrest policies had on repeat domestic violence crimes while
concentrating mainly on repeat offenders in order to facilitate enhanced crime prevention.
Accordingly, officers on scenes of misdemeanor domestic violence call-outs randomly assigned
offenders into one of three treatment groups: “(1) A suspect would be arrested, (2) Sent from the
scene of the assault for eight hours or (3) Given some form of advice, which could include
mediation at an officer’s discretion” (Sherman & Berk, 1984, p. 2). Sherman and Berk concluded
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that those offenders assigned to the arrest category produced the lowest recidivism rate for
domestic violence offenses for six months following the police intervention. Moreover, the arrest
intervention produced a longer “time until failure” for a repeat incident involving violence
compared to the other two treatment groups. Further, these findings offer evidence in the notion
that police department’s implementation of pro-arrest policies are likely to reduce the number of
repeat incidents of domestic violence. However, researchers did caution the implementation of
such policies until there were additional studies conducted.
The Minneapolis study is arguably one of the most influential studies in the field of
criminology, largely because of the swift reaction by many police departments in the adoption of
mandatory arrest policies for misdemeanor domestic violence cases in the aftermath of the study,
even despite Sherman and Berk’s caution regarding the study’s findings. However, the study did
not emerge without controversy, limitations, and criticisms. While there are similar studies
conducted that provide support for Sherman and Berk’s (1984) findings, other studies are mixed
or fail to replicate the same results in other jurisdictions (Sherman et al., 1992b). In fact, multiple
replications demonstrated that pro-arrest policies had a detrimental effect on repeat violence and
actually presented the possibly of increasing the risk of victimization (Sherman et al., 1992a;
Sherman & Strang, 1996). Studies in Omaha, Nebraska (Dunford, Huizinga, & Elliott 1990);
Charlotte, North Carolina (Hirschel & Hutchinson, 1992); Milwaukee, Wisconsin (Sherman et
al., 1992a); Dade County, Florida (Pate & Hamilton, 1992); and Colorado Springs, Colorado
(Berk, Campbell, Klap, & Western, 1992) concluded that on average, the arrest of all
misdemeanor cases had no absolute effect on recidivism. Nonetheless, Sherman persisted with
making additional contributions in the area of repeat victimization. His later work involved
examining the small geographical concentrations of high crime zones or “hot spots” (Farrell &
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Sousa, 2001; Sherman, 1989; Sherman & Weisburd, 1988).
Using a similar method of offender focused deterrence policing that has been used and
successful for the prevention of other types of offenses, the High Point Police Department turned
their focus to intimate partner violence recidivism based on the high rate of domestic violence in
the city (Fealy, Sumner, & Kennedy, 2006). The Offender Focused Domestic Violence Initiative
(OFDVI) focused on a deterrence policing method which aimed at the reduction of intimate
partner violence. Modeled after the successful domestic violence intervention in Killingbeck
Division, Leeds, United Kingdom, the basic components of the intervention include an offender
focused strategy of face-to-face notification and the stripping of offender anonymity (Hamner et
al., 1999), the OFDVI was shown to reduce repeat domestic violence calls for service by 50%
and reported to nearly eliminate intimate partner homicide in the city after just three years of
implementation (High Point Police Department, 2014).
Intimate Partner Violence Risk Assessment Tools: Community Based Prevention
Techniques and Policies
Over that past decade or so, the use of evidence-based intimate partner risk assessment
tools have become increasingly employed by a variety of different professionals in criminal
justice and social service agencies. The basic premise is that lethality for victims of intimate
partner violence can be predicted by identifying common risk factors for re-victimization and
future risk of harm by an intimate partner and encouraging victim participation to increase safety
(Bennett et al., 2000; Campbell, 2004; Hilton et al., 2004; Kress, Protivnak, & Sadlak, 2008). To
date, there are six validated intimate partner violence risk assessments that have been designed.
Each has distinctive goals, has been utilized in different settings, and has been used by a variety
of professionals all intended to predict a number of outcomes that have been examined for
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effectiveness in predicting future risk for domestic violence and homicide. These instruments
include the Danger Assessment (DA; Campbell et al, 2003), the Domestic Violence Screening
Inventory (DVSI, DVSI-R; Williams & Grant, 2006; Williams & Houghton, 2004), the Kingston
Screening Instrument for Domestic Violence (K-SID; Campbell et al., 2005; Gelles & Tolman,
1998), the Lethality Assessment Program (LAP; MNADV, 2011), the Ontario Domestic Assault
Risk Assessment (ODARA; Hilton et al., 2004), and the Spousal Assault Risk Assessment
(SARA; Kropp & Hart, 2000). Although there is variety in the measures and outcomes in these
assessments, the results from a meta-analysis concluded that of these particular instruments,
ODARA was determined to have the most predictive validity, followed by the SARA, then the
DA, the DVSI, and the K-SID (Messing & Thaller, 2013). Nonetheless, there has not been
enough empirical research conducted on the various intimate partner risk assessment tools to
determine which one is substantially better than the others (Nicholls, Pritchard, Reeves, &
Hilterman, 2013). Below, more detailed information will be provided on the Danger Assessment
and the LAP, given the focus of this study.
Danger Assessment. The Danger Assessment tool (DA) was originally developed to be
used in collaboration among healthcare professionals, domestic violence advocates, and criminal
justice agencies, with the shared goal of empowering high-risk victims of intimate partner
violence by developing safety plans and strategies in an attempt to prevent re-abuse, severe reabuse, and / or homicide (Campbell, 1986; Campbell et al, 2003). The DA Screen, (see Appendix
C) initially contained 15 dichotomous questions that were crafted with the input of abused
women in shelters, criminal justice professionals, and a review of relevant literature (Campbell,
1986; Stuart & Campbell, 1989; Berk, Berk, Loseke, & Rauma, 1983). However, in 2003,
Campbell et al., (2003) added five additional questions based on the findings from a 10-city
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case-study sponsored by the National Institute of Justice and the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention. The 20-item Danger Assessment Screen consists of an assessment in the frequency
and severity of abuse. In addition, the 20 yes / no dichotomous questions examine the offender’s
domestic and non-domestic violence history with questions such as abuser’s access to weapons,
having a child who is not the abusers, recent estrangement, controlling behaviors, stalking,
threats to kill or use a weapon, strangulation, abuser’s access to firearms, perpetrator
unemployment, abuser’s use of illegal drugs and alcohol, abuser avoiding arrest for domestic
violence, forced sex, extreme jealously, and suicide threats or attempts (Campbell et al., 2003).
This instrument was originally designed to predict lethality, not assault recidivism.
However, it has also been found to be effective in predicting intimate partner violence recidivism
(Heckert & Gondolf, 2004). There have been multiple subsequent studies conducted on the DA
that produced a relatively accurate result in predicting future victimization and the escalation of
victimization of intimate partners. Because the rates of intimate partner violence are relatively
high in comparison to intimate partner homicide, experts believe that predicating intimate partner
violence is more feasibly done (Dutton & Kropp, 2000).
Lethality Assessment Program. Developed in 2005 by both Dr. Jacquelyn Campbell and
Dr. Daniel Webster, and in partnership with the Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence
(MNADV), the Lethality Assessment Program – Maryland Model (LAP) is a clinical assessment
instrument modeled after the DA that was designed for use with field practitioners and firstresponders. The goal of the LAP is to predict the escalation of abuse and homicide by creating a
pathway between interventions and services for victims who are identified as “high danger” or of
high risk for escalated abuse and / or homicide (Messing, Campbell, Wilson, Brown, & Patchell,
2015). The LAP – Maryland Model is recognized as a “supported intervention” by the Center for
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Disease Control and as the “leading promising practice” by the United States Department of
Justice, Office on Violence Against Women (Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence,
2016).
The LAP is constructed of two parts: The Lethality Screen and the Lethality Protocol. The
Lethality Screen (see Appendix D) is an 11-item clinical assessment instrument and counterpart
to the 20-item DA tool referenced above, to be used by police while at the scene of an incident
involving intimate partner violence. The screen is designed to identify victims who are at the
greatest risk of being seriously injured or murdered by their intimate partner and to provide a
channel to local domestic violence services and shelters. This assessment is designed for use
with victims who share a current or former intimate partner relationship with their abusers, such
as current or former spouses, current or former dating partners, or people with children in
common. The LAP is not appropriate for use with children, abusers, or non-intimate partners.
The LAP screening process begins when an officer arrives at the scene of a domestic
violence incident. Officers who are trained to use LAP determine if there is a manifestation of
danger by establishing if the victim and / or incident fits at least one of the following criteria: (1)
the investigating officer has determined an assault or further act of violence has transpired,
regardless if probable cause for arrest exists; (2) the investigating officer lacks confidence in the
victim’s safety after leaving the incident; (3) the individual is a repeat victim of domestic
violence; or (4) the investigating officer has a fear that the victim is in danger (Campbell et al.,
2009).
The two-pronged screen, which is divided into two parts, is administered to victims of
intimate partner violence in order to identify if they are in “high danger” or “not high danger”
(Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence, 2016). An abuser is automatically classified as
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high risk, or the victim is deemed in high danger, if the victim answers affirmatively to any of
the first three questions / risk factors involving threats on behalf of the abuser to kill the victim or
the victim’s children, abuser’s use of a weapon or threats involving use of a weapon, or if the
victim believes that the abuser poses a lethal threat. If the victim does not answer affirmatively to
any of these above three questions / risk factors, but yes to four or more of the following
questions / risk factors (three or more for the LVMPD LAP later discussed), the suspect will be
deemed as high risk. These questions include if the abuser has access to firearms; if the victim
and abuser have been separated after living together; if the victim has ever been choked or
strangled by the abuser; if the abuser is unemployed; if the abuser is follows, spies, or leaves
threatening messages; if the abuser constantly exhibits jealous, and / or controlling behaviors; if
the abuser threatens or has attempted suicide, stalking; or if the victim has a child from someone
other than the abuser (Campbell, 1995; Campbell, Glass, Sharps, Laughon, & Bloom, 2007;
Dawson & Gartner, 1998; Fox & Zawitz, 1999; Glass et al., 2008; McFarlane et al., 1999;
Wilson, Johnson & Daly, 1995). If a victim’s responses establish that they are in high danger, the
referral protocol is triggered and the officer advises the victim of their risk. Further, combining
police and social service response to intimate partner violence, the investigating officer(s) at the
scene should encourage “high risk” victims to utilize the opportunity to speak on the phone with
an advocate from a 24-hour local domestic violence hotline. Once connected to an advocate, the
victim is able to have a brief and focused conversation to educate the victim on safety planning,
provide awareness of community services, reinforce and emphasize the officer’s determination
of the victim’s risk of danger, as well as offer emergency shelter if needed.
Lethality Assessment Program Implementation by State
As of 2016, police departments in 37 states had implemented the LAP – Maryland Model.
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Those states include: Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Mississippi, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin (Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence,
2017). Other police departments, such as LVMPD in Nevada and Hendricks County Law
Enforcement Agencies in Indiana, use an adapted version of the LAP – Maryland Model.
Subsequently, several studies conducted on the implementation of the LAP in these states have
reported significantly positive results (Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic Violence, 2016;
Messing et al, 2015; Texas Health and Human Services Commission, 2016; United Community
Services of Johnson County, 2014). Specifically, the use of the LAP by police departments has
been shown to be attributed to a decrease in intimate partner homicide rates, increased number of
victims engaging with and utilizing domestic violence services, and a more effective relationship
between local domestic violence service and police agencies (Klein, 2012). However, there has
been a rapid development in the LAP implementation of the LAP in the United States, and
evaluation research is limited (Messing et al., 2016).
A review of literature on the implementation of the LAP has identified inconsistencies in
the way states and agencies implement the LAP. Based on the needs of specific communities,
what may work in one state or community may not work in another. Thus, appropriate state and
department level policies need to be considered when examining an organizations’ success and
challenges in their implementation of the LAP. However, despite these inconsistencies, there are
certain themes that can be gathered regarding effectiveness of the LAP in the review of
implementation experiences by the following seven states: Connecticut, Delaware, Kansas,
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Maryland, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Texas.
Connecticut. In 2012, Connecticut adopted the Maryland Model of the LAP in its entirety
as a result of a collaborations between the Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic Violence
(CCADV) and the Connecticut Police officer Standards and Training Council (POSTC).
Connecticut’s use of the LAP quickly propelled from 14 Connecticut police jurisdictions and
eight CCADV programs in 2012 to a total of 84 Connecticut police jurisdictions and 18 CCADV
programs on board with implementing the LAP in 2016 (Connecticut Coalition Against
Domestic Violence, 2016). A report combining data compiled by 80 police jurisdictions using
the LAP in Connecticut from September 2012 to May 2016, concluded that of the 11,708
Lethality Screens administered by officers, more than half (52%) were considered high risk.
More than three-quarters of those victims agreed to speak with a victim advocate (79%) and over
four-fifths of victims (82%) utilized domestic violence services (Connecticut Coalition Against
Domestic Violence, 2016).
Similarly, the Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic Violence 2017 annual report
conveyed that the statewide implementation of 93% of Connecticut’s police and domestic
violence agencies has been a success (Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic Violence, 2107).
From October 2012 to September 2017, the report concluded that of the 22,566 Lethality Screens
were administered by officers, more than half (51%) were considered high risk. Almost threequarters of those victims agreed to speak with a victim advocate (73%) and all but 10% of those
victims (89%) utilized domestic violence services (Connecticut Coalition Against Domestic
Violence, 2017).
Delaware. In 2010, the Delaware Police Chiefs Council (DPCC), along with the Delaware
State Police, began employing a pilot version of the LAP – Maryland Model. After including the
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11 LAP Screen questions in the Delaware Criminal Justice Information System (DELJIS) to ease
the availability and accessibility of data for future analysis, the LAP was officially implemented
statewide in Delaware in 2011. In 2013, two years of implementation began, initial data was
analyzed.
In general, Delaware’s implementation of the LAP over the first two years was not found
to be as advantageous as Maryland’s implementation. Findings revealed that only 40% of the
victims who screened as high risk were actually documented with the correct risk determination
(State of Delaware, 2016b). Further, officials saw a discrepancy with the roughly three percent of
domestic violence calls for service involving an intimate partner (1470) who utilized domestic
violence services (45) between 2012-2013. In other words, there appeared to be an issue with the
police application of the LAP Protocol in that victim referrals to domestic violence organizations
were not taking place in the volume that they should have been (State of Delaware, 2016a). The
DPCC came to realize that the LAP’s success was strongly correlated with proper training of
police officers (State of Delaware, 2016a).
In 2013, a Domestic Violence Risk Analyst was appointed by the Department of Safety
and Homeland Security in Delaware to begin retraining on the protocol. Through a grant by the
Criminal Justice Council, under the Office of Violence Against Women, the LAP program was
relaunched in 2014. By 2015, the LAP completion rate was already up to 70%, which was
attributed to the retraining of officers (State of Delaware, 2016a). Additionally, Delaware credits
their routine training and frequent review of their LAP implementation to the validation of the
tool, as well as the rise in victim safety measures (State of Delaware, 2016a).
Kansas. Consistent with the goal of the MNADV’s LAP of increasing victim safety and
preventing domestic violence homicide, the Johnson County Kansas Office of the District
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Attorney produced their own version of the Maryland Model LAP Screen by including six
supplementary items to the Maryland Model’s 11-question form. The 17-item Domestic
Violence Lethality Assessment (DVLA) began being implemented by police in Johnson County,
Kansas, on July of 2011 (United Community Services of Johnson County, 2014). A review of the
first year from July 2011 to June 2012 of application revealed the expected: the police use of the
DVLA attributed to a 14% increase in domestic violence hotline calls from the previous year
(United Community Services of Johnson County, 2014).
A two-year review of the DVLA was conducted by The United Community Services of
Johnson County, in which police officers from five police departments and a sheriff’s department
in Kansas were surveyed on their satisfaction with the Assessment. Roughly 83% of police
officers believed that the DVLA enabled them to recognize high-risk victims of intimate partner
violence. Because of this, officers found they were able to better assist victims in connecting
them with the best services to enable greater positive outcomes (United Community Services of
Johnson County, 2014).
Lastly, the DVLA has been attributed to a decrease in the number of intimate partner
homicides in Johnson County Kansas for 2013. However, it is important for one to exercise
caution when determining the cause of the decrease, as well as to factor in the relatively small
number of victims to compare; there were five intimate partner homicides in Johnson County in
2011, versus one intimate partner homicide in 2013, two years post DVLA implementation
(United Community Services of Johnson County, 2014). Nonetheless, whether it is a direct effect
of the DVLA or a result of another phenomenon, the implementation of this modified LAP tool
has shown promising results in this community.
Maryland. The Lethality Screen was officially pioneered by the Maryland Network
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Against Domestic Violence Lethality Assessment Committee on February 23, 2005 after being
field-tested in Maryland in 2004 and evaluated between October 2004 and February 2005.
Between July 2007 and June 2012, researchers reported a significant drop (34%) in intimate
partner homicides and attributed it to the implementation of the LAP (Virginia Department of
Criminal Justice Services, 2013). Further, LAP data from 2012 revealed that 100 Maryland
agencies administered 12,108 Lethality Screens. Of those, more than half (51%) were reported to
be high risk. A little more than half of those victims agreed to speak with a victim advocate
(53%) and a little less than one-third (28%) utilized domestic violence services (Maryland
Network Against Domestic Violence, 2013).
In the most recent annual report (2016) conducted on the LAP by the Maryland Network
Against Domestic Violence, it was concluded that there was a 13% increase in the administration
of Lethality Screens between 2014 (10,292) and 2015 (11,839). Further, of the 6,124 high-danger
victims identified by police, 2,742 (45%) agreed to immediately speak with a domestic violence
advocate. More than half (58%) agreed to participate in subsequent services offered though their
agency (Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence, 2016). While the report emphasizes the
efforts of Maryland police officers in intimate partner homicide prevention, one must exercise
caution when interpreting these numbers. Although not specifically mentioned in the report, it is
plausible that the increase in Lethality Screens could be a result of a rise in domestic violence
calls for service. Nevertheless, this would be contrary to a prior report authored by the developer
of the LAP – Maryland Model. For instance, recent data shows intimate partner homicides in
Maryland have been on the rise every year from 2009 to 2014 (Texas Health and Human
Services Commission, 2016). As of 2015, all police departments in Maryland, in all 24-state
jurisdictions, including all domestic violence programs, are implementing the LAP (Messing et
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al., 2016).
Oklahoma. In response to Oklahoma’s overwhelming amount of intimate partner
violence, Oklahoma implemented the Maryland Model of the LAP, free of modification and
entirely in its recommended format referenced above (Messing et al, 2015). Funded by the
National Institute of Justice (NIJ), Messing et al. (2015) conducted a quasi-experimental analysis
to evaluate the effectiveness of the LAP as an intervention protocol when compared to normal
police procedures when addressing and attending to victims of intimate partner violence.
Specifically, Messing and colleagues (2015) were interested in examining the effectiveness of
the LAP in (1) decreasing repeat and lethal intimate partner violence (2), addressing how well
the tool aids in improving help-seeking and safety-planning for victims of intimate partner
violence. In addition, researchers tested the predictive validity of the lethality screen (Messing et
al, 2015).
Using seven police jurisdictions in Oklahoma, researchers selected a sample of two
participant groups of victims of intimate partner violence; a comparison group of 212 victims
who received the standard protocol prior to the LAP implementation, and the intervention group
which consisted of 202 victims who received the LAP. Both groups participated in structured
telephone interviews directly after the police intervention to assess the victim’s use of protective
actions, as well as a seven-month follow-up interview to gauge how well the screen predicted
lethality and future victimization (Messing et al., 2015).
Messing and colleagues (2015) found that overall, the LAP decreased future violent
victimization and increased protective actions on behalf of the victim (Messing et al., 2015).
Results also indicated that the application of the LAP caused a significant decrease in the
frequency and severity of subsequent intimate partner violence. Further, victims who received
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the LAP reported being more engaged with protective actions, such as being more aware and
apprised of help-seeking strategies and safety planning approaches as compared to those who did
not receive the LAP (Messing et al., 2015). However, the extent to which the LAP reduces
overall intimate partner violence is still unclear.
Pennsylvania. The use of the LAP in Pennsylvania began in 2012 as a part of the
Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency’s STOP Implementation Plan which
offered financial compensation for Pennsylvania counties addressing the pervasive issue of
violence against women by generating partnerships between police agencies, domestic violence
services, and courts (Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency, 2016). To expand on
this initiative, The Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence (PCADV) proposed the
LAP – Maryland Model, which rapidly became accepted and implemented in 31 counties, 101
police agencies, and 12 domestic violence service programs in Pennsylvania by 2015
(Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence, 2015a).
The LAP data reported by the PCADV (2015) revealed that of the 6,190 LAP Screen
administered between January 2014 and December 2015, more than half (70%) were reported to
be high risk. About two-thirds of those victims agreed to speak with a victim advocate (67%) and
more than half (59%) utilized domestic violence services (Pennsylvania Coalition Against
Domestic Violence, 2015a; 2015b).
Texas. The LAP Maryland Model was originally approved in Texas in 2012 as a result of a
proposal by the Dallas Police Department and two local domestic violence shelters, and in an
effort to prevent intimate partner violence by identifying high risk victims and referring them to
shelter and counseling service. Though Dallas implemented the Maryland Model in its entirety,
they modified the screen by adding five additional questions concerning the situational factors of

47

the incident. To date, the LAP – Dallas Model has been implemented by six additional
jurisdictions in Texas (Texas Health and Human Services Commission, 2016).
A report regarding the effectiveness of the LAP uses data collected by the Dallas Police
Department from October 2012 to March 2015. Of the 15,315 Lethality Screens administered,
researchers found that most victims screen as high risk. Of these, it was determined that very few
utilize domestic violence services - and that has even decreased over time. While Dallas has
experienced a decline in their intimate partner homicide rate, evaluators are not certain that the
LAP can be credited for this success. However, the many victims who did utilize domestic
violence services and / or shelter reported that had they not been administered the Screen, they
would not have sought services (Texas Health and Human Services Commission, 2016).
Summary of Research on Police Operational Theories
There is variability in the services available for victims of intimate partner violence from
community to community; there is not one universal system of services available to victims.
Interventions may take place within the criminal justice system, the court system, the social
services system, or a combination thereof. Many aspects of the criminal justice system are often
seen as interventions for victims, however, they may be reluctant to seek assistance out of fear of
retaliation and fear of the criminal justice system itself (Fischer & Rose, 1995). Risk assessment
tools, such as the LAP, are becoming a standard intervention approach being utilized by several
states.
By applying a community-coordinated approach to intimate partner violence, there is
evidence that repeat intimate partner violence victimization can be prevented (Messing, Thaller,
& Bagwell, 2014). As noted, many police agencies have reported significant success with the
implementation of the LAP, however, all but one aforementioned study directly examined the
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capacity of the LAP to reduce repeat intimate partner violence and its ability to increase safety
planning. Despite the positive findings from this quasi-experimental study in Oklahoma which
validated the LAP, the need for further research is imperative to be able to increase the external
validity of the results and to be able to generalize findings to other populations.
Research Questions
This study addresses several research questions, all of which relate to repeat victimization
and intimate partner violence. In consideration of the review of the literature above, the
following questions are presented:
Question 1. What is the extent of repeat intimate partner violence in Las Vegas, Nevada?
According to the repeat victimization framework, a small number of victims account for a
large percentage of all victimizations. In other words, high rates of domestic violence are found
to be as a result of a high concentration of repeat victimization, rather than one-time victims.
Preliminary analysis of incident report data concluded that more than one-third (34.9%) of
victims of intimate partner violence in the sample were revictimized within the following three
years (See Figure 1.1) However, this question will further explore demographic characteristics
and situational factors of repeat victims of intimate partner violence. It is worth reiterating,
however, that this study will on be able to cover repeat intimate partner violence that is reported
to police.
Question 2. Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner violence
and other criminal victimizations?
This question explores the relationship between being a victim of intimate partner
violence and being a victim of other crimes. The logic of lifestyle exposure theory suggests that
the more opportunity for contact between victims and offenders leads to a greater likelihood of
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victimization. Furthermore, lifestyle exposure theory asserts that there are certain characteristics
of victims that can predict victimization. Thus, possessing these characteristics suggests that
repeat intimate partner violence victimization and victimization of other crimes are related.
Question 3. Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner violence
and criminal offending?
Lifestyle exposure theory suggests that victimization and offending are often linked
because of commonalties in characteristics that both victims and offenders share, indicating that
an individual can be both a victim and offender. For example, a victim may eventually learn to
fight back and defend themselves, and in turn become, or be labeled as an offender by being
arrested. In addition, lifestyle exposure theory posits that risky lifestyles can lead to a greater
likelihood of victims becoming offenders and vice versa.
Question 4. Does prior intimate partner violence victimization predict the police department
administering a LAP?
This question addresses past intimate partner violence victimization as a predictor of a
victim’s chance in being administered a LAP. Although all victims of intimate partner violence
are expected to receive the LAP, past literature suggests there are various reasons why they do
not (e.g. police officers’ attitudes that facilitate women’s help seeking, lack of adherence to the
protocol; Messing et al., 2014). Presumably if police intervention is having the intended impact,
victims of intimate partner violence should receive the LAP.
Question 5. Is repeat intimate partner violence victimization predicted by the LAP?
As summarized above, past research suggests that intimate partner violence risk
assessments can predict lethality and risk of future victimization. These interventions have been
tested in other jurisdictions by the authors of the tool, however, the findings may not be
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generalizable to individuals in other states. Furthermore, while the purpose of the tool is to
predict intimate partner violence, the primary objective of the LAP is to prevent it.
These five research questions are addressed in order to gain a better understanding of the
nature and extent of repeat intimate partner violence in Las Vegas, Nevada, and to foster more
appropriate prevention strategies and responses to the problem. Las Vegas is unique from other
cities in that it is well-known for its 24-hour status, complete with casinos and gambling, strip
clubs, nightclubs, and the iconic designation of “Sin City.” Thus, the distinctive dynamics of the
Las Vegas environment make studying repeat intimate partner violence necessary to provide a
discourse into better understanding the nature and extent of the problem in order to construct
policies and develop recommendations to aid in the prevention of this prolific phenomenon
facing Las Vegas. If policies and associated programs can be developed, tested, and proven
successful in the uniquely diverse Las Vegas community, it could possibly go a long way in
dealing with the problem of intimate partner violence.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS
The proposed study focuses on the effectiveness of the Lethality Assessment Program
used by the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD) to address the nature and
extent of repeat intimate partner violence. A sample of victims of intimate partner violence from
2015 was provided by LVMPD. Various information was then recorded on these victims,
including past and future victimizations and past and future offenses. Information on suspects /
offenders was also recorded. Detailed information about the sample and methodology are
presented in this section.1
LVMPD is the largest police agency in the State of Nevada, and one of largest police
agencies in the United States. LVMPD serves an estimated 1,524,142 people from the entire city
limits of Las Vegas including the unincorporated areas of Clark County (Enterprise, Paradise,
Spring Valley, Sunrise Manor, Whitney, and Winchester), Jean-Goodsprings, Blue DiamondSloan, Moapa, Mount Charleston, Indian Springs, Laughlin and Searchlight, Logandale-Overton,
and Riverside-Bunkerville (Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, 2017). LVMPD
employs approximately 3,115 police officers,1,262 civilian personnel, and currently has two
officers per 1,000 residents (Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, 2017).
The current study was conducted in Las Vegas, Nevada, a major metropolitan area
consisting of 7,560 square miles and located at the southern tip of Nevada. As of 2017, there is a
1.592 million residents living within Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department jurisdictional
boundaries (FBI, 2017). Las Vegas includes the incorporated City of Las Vegas and the
unincorporated Las Vegas township which combined, accounts for the largest and most populous

1

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval for this project was granted on June 21, 2018. See Appendix H for
approval form.
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city in Nevada. The residents of city of Las Vegas are diverse in race and ethnicity: 64% White,
11.8% Black or African American, .6% American Indian and Alaskan Native, 6.5% Asian, .6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, 4.7% are two or more races, and 32.2% Hispanic /
Latino. The median age of residents is 37.4 years and it is estimated that 76% of Las Vegas
residents are above the age of 18. The median household income for Las Vegas residents is
$50,882 with about 16.8% of Las Vegas residents living below poverty level. Further, it is
estimated that of the civilian labor force, there is a 10.6% unemployment rate (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2018).
Las Vegas experiences a high rate of violent crime. Every year, LVMPD responds to
approximately 1 million calls for service for all crimes in general. Of these calls, an average of
74,000 are crimes involving domestic violence (See Table 3.1). In addition, LVMPD processes
about 120,000 incident reports a year (See Table 3.2). Domestic violence events account for
around 17% of all incident reports. Intimate partners violence accounts for approximately 62% of
those domestic violence events. Further, as demonstrated by both Table 3.1 and Table 3.2, the
number of domestic violence calls for service, domestic violence reports, and the number of
domestic violence reports involving intimate partners have increased each year since 2015.

Table 3.1 LVMPD Calls for Service

Variable
Total Calls
Domestic Violence Calls

2015
n
1,149,424
70,475

Note. These calls include all dispositions
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2016
n
973,579
72,412

2017
n
1,009,038
77,435

Table 3.2 LVMPD Incident Report Data

Variable
Total Reports
Domestic Violence Reports
Intimate Partner Reports

2015
n
119,577
19,091
12,179

2016
n
122,579
19,928
12,463

2017
n
129,155
22,536
13,670

Research Procedures and Design
Description of Dataset
The dataset used in this study was compiled from the LVMPD’s Motorola Premier One
(P1) crime reporting system. The data consist of case report information, such as arrests,
offender / suspect information, victim information, suspect / victim relationship, crime / offense
information, incident / location data, demographic information on both victim and offender /
suspect, and lethality assessment screen data. The initial dataset consisted of misdemeanor and
felony battery constituting domestic violence crime reports involving only intimate partners
(married, dating, formerly married, formerly dating) that were reported to LVMPD between
01/01/2015 and 01/31/2015.2 January 2015 was selected as the month to take the sample because
it appeared to be the first month the LAP Screens were consistently entered into the database. In
addition, the first month of the year start date allowed for a full three years of post-data to be
collected. In order to be included in the initial dataset, two fields within the P1 case had to reflect
the victim being properly flagged as a victim of battery constituting domestic violence and the

2

These crimes were listed under both city and county codes for battery domestic violence (misdemeanor); battery
domestic violence 1st - no priors (misdemeanor); battery domestic violence 1st – 1 prior (misdemeanor); battery
domestic violence 2nd (misdemeanor); battery domestic violence 3rd (felony); battery domestic violence on older
person (misdemeanor); battery domestic violence by strangulation (felony); battery with a deadly weapon - domestic
violence (felony); battery with substantial bodily harm - domestic violence (felony). Crimes other than battery
constituting domestic violence may involve domestic or intimate partner relationships, however, for purposes of this
research, only battery constituting domestic violence and degrees of were included.
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victim being properly flagged as sharing an intimate relationship with the offender / suspect. If
the officer did not correctly indicate that the victim was not a victim of battery constituting
domestic violence AND that the victim did not share an intimate relationship with the
offender/suspect, the case report data was not included in the initial dataset. Crimes occurring
between 01/01/2015 and 01/31/2015 that went unreported to the police until after 01/31/2015
were also not included in the dataset. Battery constituting domestic violence incidents that
occurred between parents and children or siblings, or co-habitants were not included in this
dataset.
The second dataset contained information of only the victims included in the initial dataset.
These victims were tracked for past and future incidents where they were listed as a victim or
offender / suspect between 01/01/2006 and 01/31/2018. All crime reports, both felony and
misdemeanor were documented. When examining the P1 database to match victims from the
original dataset to past and future cases, names, social security numbers, and date of birth
information were cross-checked to ensure reliability. In some cases, maiden names and married
names were changed, so these were also searched. The classification of the crime battery without
domestic violence was checked to make sure that there was not an intimate relationship between
the two involved parties. All crimes were recorded by the Nevada Revised Statute or City of Las
Vegas Ordinance Code along with a description of the crime as documented in LVMPD’s P1
System. Mirroring the LVMPD’s Cross Reference Guide, these offenses were collapsed down
into broader categories for analyses (See Appendix E for interpretation; Las Vegas Metropolitan
Police Department, 2013). Finally, these two datasets were combined in preparation for analyses.
In the vast majority of cases, these crime reports were the result of calls made to the LVMPD 91-1 who then dispatched a police officer(s) to the scene of the crime. Through their interviewing
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of the victim / suspect / witnesses and investigation process, the officer uses their discretion on if
an arrest needs to be made and then inputs data into the P1 system. According to NRS 171.137,
A peace officer shall, unless mitigating circumstances exist, arrest a person when the
peace officer has probable cause to believe that the person to be arrested has, within the
preceding 24 hours, committed a battery upon his or her spouse, former spouse, any other
person to whom he or she is related by blood or marriage, a person with whom he or she
is or was actually residing, a person with whom he or she has had or is having a dating
relationship, a person with whom he or she has a child in common, the minor child of any
of those persons or his or her minor child.”
Because of the dynamic nature of the crimes and events, errors can occur in the data, thus, this
study relies on the assumption that officers entered all case report data completely and correctly.
The “suspectology” and “victimology” information also rely on the officer’s input and ability to
obtain the information from the involved parties. Because of this, there are very few case reports
where all possible data points / fields are complete. Fields that were left out of the dataset upon
querying were any fields that were primarily NULL (empty or void of any information) and
fields used by the database that are of no analytical use (i.e. instance IDs, primary keys, etc.).
The data points/fields that were included are any that could provide analytical value/information
gathering. In some cases, the primary aggressor was not determined or the abuser was “gone on
arrival,” so suspect / offender information was not provided.
Sample
Table 3.3 presents a description of the sample of the present study which consists of all
954 victims of battery constituting domestic violence, who share or at one time had shared an
intimate relationship with their abuser at the time of the January 2015 police incident report,
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herein referred to as the original incident3. Of the 954 victims in the sample, the majority were
female (77.1%), while their abuser was predominantly male (77.9%). These victims ranged in
age from 15 to 73 years old, with the majority (87.7%) of these victims between the ages of 18
and 49 years old. The suspects / offenders of these victim’s ages ranged from 17 to 87 years old,
with the majority (84.2%) in the age range of 18 and 49 years old. The majority of both victims
and suspects in the sample were White or Caucasian and non-Hispanic / Latino (victim: 58.1%
White or Caucasian, 77.1% non-Hispanic / Latino; suspect/offender: 49.1% White or Caucasian,
69.7% non-Hispanic / Latino) followed by Black or African American (victim 33.7%;
suspect/offender 41.4%). The majority of victims in the sample were low income (< $50k).4 Of
these victims and their suspects / offenders, drug and / or alcohol use was determined to be used
by 38.9% of victims and 35.1% of suspect / offenders during the original incident. The majority
(89.4%) of victims in the sample were residents of Las Vegas.5 Furthermore, close to 86.5%
involved in an intimate relationship with the suspect / offender at the time of the incident.

3

Three victims were excluded from the initial dataset – Two victims were murdered at the time of the initial January
2015 incident (previous victimization history unknown). One victim had incorrect incident date / time information
which concluded that their victimization incident did not occur within the 01/1/2015-01/31/2015 period.
4
This variable was excluded from the multivariate analyses because unlike the other variables in the same that are
based on individual level data, it is based off of group level data.
5
This variable was excluded from multivariate analyses for a number of reasons. First, there appears to be little
variance in this variable, as the majority were Las Vegas residents, but also because of the inability to determine if
non-residents become repeat victims in other jurisdictions due to a limitation of the research, further explained in
Chapter 5.
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Table 3.3 Victim and Suspect / Offender Demographics and Situational Factors
Variable

Victim
n

%

Suspect / Offender
n

%

Gender
Male
Female
Unknown

218
736
-

22.9%
77.1%
-

743
208
3

77.9%
21.8%
.01%

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and Over
Unknown

14
221
333
283
96
7
-

1.5%
23.2%
34.9%
29.6%
10.1%
.7%
-

7
185
329
289
95
11
38

.7%
19.4%
34.5%
30.3%
10%
1.2%
4%

White or Caucasian
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian, Indian, Samoan, or Pacific Islander
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Unknown

554
321
9
61
9
-

58.1%
33.7%
.9%
6.4%
.9%
-

468
395
12
36
10
33

49.1%
41.4%
1.3%
3.8%
1.1%
3.5%

Hispanic / Latino
Non Hispanic / Latino
Unknown

218
736
-

22.9%
77.1%
-

215
665
74

22.6%
69.7%
7.8%

Median Household Income
Low (< $50k)
High (> $50k)
Unknown

635
235
84

66.6%
24.6%
8.8%

-

-

Drug and / or Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Yes
Unknown

371
583

38.9%
61.1%

335
619

35.1%
64.9%

Relationship to Suspect / Offender
Married
Dating
Former Married
Former Dating

212
613
9
120

22.2%
64.3%
.9%
12.6%

-

-

City of Residence
Las Vegas
Rest of Clark County
All Other Cities Outside of Clark County

853
21
80

89.4%
2.2%
8.4%

-

-

Age

Race

Ethnicity

n =

954
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Measures
The following variables are relevant for each of the five aforementioned research
questions presented in Chapter 2. They are coded in the dataset and will be used for analyses.
Table 3.4 provides the coding scheme.
Independent Variables.
LAP 2015.6 The Lethality Screen is an 11-item risk assessment used by LVMPD first
responding officers and is used in combination with the LAP (see Appendix F). The LVMPD
Lethality Screen is administered at the scene of all battery domestic violence incidents involving
intimate partners and occurs at the time of the police baseline interview with the victim. Victims
are classified as “high risk / danger” or “no high risk / danger” using specific scoring procedures.
However, there is an element of professional judgment that officers use in screening the victim.
For instance, if officers should hear or witness something abnormal or recall previously
responding to a domestic violence incident involving that person, they may instinctively consider
a victim being in “high risk/danger.”
At the beginning of the 11-question Lethality Screen are three questions involving threats
on behalf of the abuser to kill the victim or the victim’s children, abuser’s use of a weapon or
threats involving use of a weapon, or if the victim believes that the abuser poses a lethal threat,
that are most associated with risk for homicide or near homicide which by design classify the
victim as “high danger” (Campbell et al., 2009). If the victim answers “yes” to any of these
questions, he / she is automatically classified as high risk. If he / she does not answer yes to any
of the beginning three questions but yes to three or more of the remaining eight questions, he /
she is also classified as high risk. For purposes of this analysis, LAP data will be used from the

6

Also used as a dependent variable in one analysis.
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original incident (see Appendix F, the LVMPD- Lethality Screen).
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization. Each victim from the original incident
was considered to be a past victim of intimate partner violence if he/she was identified as victim
of battery constituting domestic violence in at least one incident report in the LVMPD database
prior to the original January 2015 domestic violence victimization.
Demographics and Situational Factors. At the time of the original incident, the
following demographic information was obtained by the reporting officer on the scene of the
crime and will be used to describe the sample: gender of both victim and suspect / offender, age
of both victim and suspect / offender, racial / ethnic background of both victim and suspect /
offender, drug / alcohol use of both victim and suspect / offender, victim’s relationship to the
suspect / offender, and victim’s residential address.7 While LVMPD does not directly collect on
the socio-economic status of victims, a measure was constructed of income based on victim’s
residential zip code and median household income per zip code based on 2015 Census data.8
Dependent Variables.
LAP 2015. The Lethality Screen is an 11-item risk assessment used by LVMPD first
responding officers and is used in combination with the LAP (see Appendix F). The LVMPD
Lethality Screen is administered at the scene of all battery domestic violence incidents involving
intimate partners and occurs at the time of the police baseline interview with the victim. Victims
are classified as “high risk / danger” or “no high risk / danger” using specific scoring procedures.
However, there is an element of professional judgment that officers use in screening the victim if
they should hear or witness something or recall the victim being be a victim, that should make
them think that the victim is in “high risk/danger.”

7
8

As previously mentioned, this variable was not included in further analyses.
As previously mentioned, this variable was not included in further analyses.
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At the beginning of the 11-question Lethality Screen are three questions involving threats
on behalf of the abuser to kill the victim or the victim’s children, abuser’s use of a weapon or
threats involving use of a weapon, or if the victim believes that the abuser poses a lethal threat,
that are most associated with risk for homicide or near homicide which by design classify the
victim as “high danger” (Campbell et al., 2009). If the victim answers “yes” to any of these
questions, they are automatically classified as high risk. If they do not answer “yes” to any of the
beginning three questions but “yes” to three or more of the remaining eight questions, they are
also classified as high risk. For purposes of this analysis, LAP data will be used from the original
incident (see Appendix F, the LVMPD-Lethality Screen).
Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence Victimization. LVMPD incident data was
used to determine whether each victim in the dataset (N = 954) had a subsequent domestic
violence incident where he/she was identified as a victim of battery constituting domestic
violence with a determined intimate relationship determined between the victim and suspect /
offender in one or more incident reports following the original incident in January 2015. Repeat
incidents of domestic violence can only be identified if an incident report was taken by LVMPD
and if the victim from the original dataset was deemed to be a victim of domestic violence
between January 2015 and January 2018.
Future Victim of Other Crimes. Each victim was considered to be a future victim of
other crimes if he / she was determined to be a victim of any further crime other than battery /
domestic violence following the original incident in January 2015.
Future Suspect / Offender of Crime. Each victim was considered to be a subsequent
suspect/offender if he / she was identified as suspect / offender in at least one incident report
involving any crime type including intimate partner violence, in the LVMPD database following
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to the original January 2015 domestic violence victimization.
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Table 3.4 Coding of Variables
Variable
Independent Variables

Code

Value

Research Question

LAP 20151
(LAP1)

0
1

No
Yes

Q5

Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
(pre_rdv)

0
1

No
Yes

Q2, Q3, Q4

Gender
Victim
(vic_female)

0
1

Male
Female

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5

0
1

Male
Female

Q4, Q5

1
2
3
4
5
6

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and Over

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65 and Over
Unknown

Q4, Q5

Suspect / Offender
(sus_female)
Age
Victim
(vic_age2_1)
(vic_age2_2)
(vic_age2_3)
(vic_age2_4)
(vic_age2_5)
(vic_age2_6)
Suspect / Offender
(sus_age2_1)
(sus_age2_2)
(sus_age2_3)
(sus_age2_4)
(sus_age2_5)
(sus_age2_6)
(sus_age2_7)

Continued on next page
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Table 3.4 Coding of Variables, Cont’d.
Variable

Code

Race
Victim
White or Caucasian
(vic_white)

Value

Research Question

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5
0
1

No
Yes

Black or African American
(vic_afam)

0
1

No
Yes

American Indian or Alaskan Native
(vic_ami)

0
1

No
Yes

Asian, Indian, Samoan, Pacific Islander
(vic_aspi)

0
1

No
Yes

Native Hawaiian, Other Pacific Islander
(vic_pi)

0
1

No
Yes

Suspect / Offender
White or Caucasian
(sus_white)

Q4, Q5
0
1

No
Yes

Black or African American
(sus_afam)

0
1

No
Yes

American Indian or Alaskan Native
(sus_ami)

0
1

No
Yes

Asian, Indian, Samoan, Pacific Islander
(sus_aspi)

0
1

No
Yes

Native Hawaiian, Other Pacific Islander
(sus_pi)

0
1

No
Yes

0
1

No
Yes

Ethnicity
Victim
Non Hispanic / Latino
Hispanic / Latino
(vic_hispanic)

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5

Suspect / Offender
Non Hispanic / Latino
Hispanic / Latino
(sus_hispanic)

Q4, Q5
0
1

No
Yes

Continued on next page
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Table 3.4 Coding of Variables, Cont’d.
Variable

Code

Drug and / or Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Victim
(vic_drug_use)
Suspect / Offender
(sus_drug_use)
Victim's Relationship to Suspect / Offender
Married
(married)

Value

Research Question

0
1

Unknown
Yes

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5

0
1

Unknown
Yes

Q1, Q4, Q5

Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5
0
1

No
Yes

Dating
(dating)

0
1

No
Yes

Former Married
(former_married)

0
1

No
Yes

Former Dating
(former_dating)

0
1

No
Yes

Future Victim of Other Crimes
(post_othervic)

0
1

No
Yes

Q2

Future Suspect / Offender of Crime
(potsus_allcrimesus)

0
1

No
Yes

Q3

LAP 20151
(LAP1)

0
1

No
Yes

Q4

Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence
(post_rv)

0
1

No
Yes

Q1, Q5

Dependant Variables

Note. Unless notated in the table, unknown and missing are coded as "."
1

Refused, unable, and not filled out were combined in the no answer choice.
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Analysis Strategy
Univariate, bivariate, and multivariate analyses were performed for each of the five
research questions presented in Chapter 2.9 A table is presented below each of the five research
questions that indicates analyses that will be performed. The key variables used in each
regression analysis are also included in each table.

Question 1. What is the extent of repeat intimate partner violence in Las Vegas, Nevada?

Table 3.5 Description of Analyses: Question 1

Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence*
Victim Gender
Victim Age
Suspect / Offender Age
Victim Race
Suspect / Offender Age
*Dependant variable

Univariate
Variables
Victim Ethnicity
Victim Residential Household Income
Victim Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Suspect / Offender Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Victim Relationship to Suspect / Offender
Victim City of Residence

9

Question 1 will only have univariate analyses performed as bivariate and multivariate are not appropriate to answer
the question.
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Question 2. Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner violence
and other criminal victimizations?

Table 3.5 Description of Analyses: Question 2
Univariate / Bivariate
Variables
Future Victim of Other Crimes*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization

Multivariate - Logistic Regression
Variables
Future Victim of Other Crimes*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
Victim Gender
Victim Age
Victim Race
Victim Ethnicity
Victim Relationship to Suspect / Offender

*Dependant variable

Question 3. Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner violence
and criminal offending?

Table 3.7 Description of Analyses: Question 3
Univariate / Bivariate
Variables
Future Suspect / Offender of Crime*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization

Multivariate - Logistic Regression
Variables
Future Suspect / Offender of Crime*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
Victim Gender
Victim Age
Victim Race
Victim Ethnicity
Victim Relationship to Suspect / Offender

*Dependant variable
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Question 4. Does prior intimate partner violence victimization predict the police department
administering a LAP?

Table 3.8 Description of Analyses: Question 4
Univariate / Bivariate
Variables

Multivariate - Logistic Regression
Variables
LAP 2015*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
Victim Gender
Suspect / Offender Gender
Victim Age
Suspect / Offender Age
Victim Race
Suspect / Offender Race
Victim Ethnicity
Suspect / Offender Ethnicity
Victim Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Suspect / Offender Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Victim Relationship to Suspect / Offender

LAP 2015*
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization

*Dependant variable

Question 5. Is repeat intimate partner violence victimization predicted by the LAP?

Table 3.9 Description of Analyses: Question 5
Univariate / Bivariate
Variables
Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence*
LAP 2015

Multivariate - Logistic Regression
Variables
Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence*
LAP 2015
Victim Gender
Suspect / Offender Gender
Victim Age
Suspect / Offender Age
Victim Race
Suspect / Offender Race
Victim Ethnicity
Suspect / Offender Ethnicity
Victim Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Suspect / Offender Drug / Alcohol Use at Time of Incident
Victim Relationship to Suspect / Offender

*Dependant variable
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
This chapter provides the analyses for each of the five research questions presented in
Chapters 2 and 3. Univariate analyses will first be presented for Research Question 1, and will be
applicable for all of the remaining questions. The reminder of the chapter will be broken down
by research question. The results are presented below.
Question 1: What is the extent of repeat intimate partner violence in Las Vegas, Nevada?
In addition to Table 3.3 which presents univariate analyses on demographic and
situational factors, Table 4.1 includes descriptive data for the remainder of the variables in the
analyses. Of the 954 victims in the sample, 370 (38.8%) were past victims of intimate partner
violence and 382 (40%) of victims experienced a past victimization other than intimate partner
violence. In addition, slightly over half (58.6%) of the victims in the sample had a LAP Screen
administered to them. The majority (71.4%) of victims did not become future victims of other
crimes other than domestic violence, nor were the majority suspects / offenders of crime
(72.1%). However, a little over one-third, 333 (34.9%) victims became repeat victims of intimate
partner violence. Referencing back to Figure 1.1, out of the 333 repeat victims of intimate
partner violence in January 2015, 188 (56.5%) had one subsequent intimate partner violence
victimization, 74 (22.2%) had two more intimate partner violence victimizations, 30 (9%) had
three more, 14 (4.2%) had four more, 4 (1.2%) had five more, and 23 (6.9%) had 6-12 more
intimate partner violence victimizations.
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Independent Variables

n

%

No

584

61.2%

Yes

370

38.8%

No

395

41.4%

Yes

559

58.6%

n

%

No

681

71.4%

Yes

273

28.6%

No

688

72.1%

Yes

266

27.9%

No
Yes

395

41.4%

253

58.6%

No

621

65.1%

Yes

333

34.9%

Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization

LAP 2015

Dependent Variables
Future Victim of Other Crimes

Future Suspect / Offender of Crime

LAP 2015

Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence

n =

954
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Question 2: Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner
violence and other criminal victimizations?
In order to explore the association between prior intimate partner violence and being a
victim of other crimes, a bivariate analysis (see Table 4.2; χ2 test) was conducted to examine the
nature of the relationship that the key independent variable (past intimate partner violence
victimization) has on the likelihood of being a future victim of other crimes. A chi-square test
revealed those who are past victims of intimate partner violence are more likely to become future
victims of other crimes (52.38%) as opposed to those who are not past victims of intimate
partner violence (47.62%). This relationship is statistically significant (p < 0.01).

Table 4.2 Q2: Chi Square Analysis
Group Differences
n
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization *
No
Yes

130
143

Future Victim of Other Crimes
Y
N
%
n
(47.62)
(52.38)

454
227

%
(66.67)
(33.33)

* p < 0.01

A logistic regression was used to estimate the effect of past intimate partner violence
victimization and lifestyle factors have on the likelihood of being a future victim of other crimes.
The models are presented in a stepwise fashion with the key variables of interest presented first.
Subsequent models incorporate the inclusion of situational and demographic factors. The results
of these analyses are presented in Table 4.3 and summarized below.
Past intimate partner violence victimization and former dating were statistically
significant (p < 0.01) in the full model. Past intimate partner violence victimization remained
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significant throughout the models, although relationship (former dating) was not included until
the last model. Past repeat intimate violence victims’ chances of becoming a future victim of
other crimes are (β = .70) more likely than that of non-past repeat intimate violence victims. In
addition, victims who shared a former dating relationship with their abuser are more likely (β =
.79) to become a future victim of other crime as compared to those who are married.
Furthermore, the value of the Nagelkerke R2 statistic increased from .047 in the base model to
.071 in the full model which provides indication that the variables as whole added to the
explanatory power of the model. This indicates that the base model explains 4.7% of the
variation in future victim of other crimes while the full model explains 7.1% of the variation in
for future victim of other crimes. It should be noted that variables that were not found to be
significant are victim gender, victim age, victim race, and victim ethnicity. The implications of
these results will be further discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4.3 Regression Models for Association between Repeat Intimiate Partner Violence and
Purture Victims of Other Crimes
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

pre_rv

0.7580
(0.1471)

*

0.7547*
(0.1485)

0.7328*
(0.1498)

0.6952*
(0.1521)

vic_female

0.3001
(0.1844)

0.3362
(0.1869)

0.3411
(0.1878)

0.3448
(0.1891)

vic_age2_1

0.3471
(0.5797)

0.3337
(0.5840)

0.1877
(0.5940)

vic_age2_2

-0.1348
(0.1919)

-0.1250
(0.1972)

(0.1891)
(0.2026)

vic_age2_3

-0.2898
(0.1707)

-0.3003
(0.1732)

-0.3443
(0.1757)

vic_afam

0.0241
(0.1735)

0.0021
(0.1750)

vic_ami

-0.3248
(0.8226)

-0.2203
(0.8229)

vic_aspi

-0.4133
(0.3394)

-0.3705
(0.3417)

vic_pi

-1.0254
(1.0769)

-1.0271
(1.0765)

vic_hispanic

-0.1459
(0.1995)

-0.1071
(0.2014)

dating

0.2943
(0.1959)

former_married

0.5110
(0.7084)

former_dating

0.7859*
(0.2576)

2
0.047
0.053
0.058
0.071
Nagelkerke R
n
954
954
954
954
Note. Table values represent the standardized regression coefficients and standard error (in parentheses). The
reference groups for the variables include the following: Gender (Female), Age (35 or older), Race (White or
Caucasian), Ethnicity (Hispanic), and Relationship (Married) *p < 0.01; **p < 0.05
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Question 3: Is there an association between being a victim of repeat intimate partner
violence and criminal offending?
In order to explore the association between prior intimate partner violence and being a
future suspect / offender of crime, a bivariate analysis (see Table 4.4; χ2 test) was conducted to
examine the nature of the relationship that the key independent variable (past intimate partner
violence victimization) has on the likelihood of being a future suspect / offender of crime. A chisquare test revealed those who are past victims of intimate partner violence are more likely to
become a future suspect / offender of other crimes (55.51%) as opposed to those who are not past
victims of intimate partner violence (45.59%). This relationship is statistically significant (p <
0.01).

Table 4.4 Q3: Chi-Square Analysis
Group Differences
n
Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization *
No
Yes

121
145

Future Suspect / Offender of Crime
Y
N
%
n
(45.59)
(54.51)

463
225

%
(67.3)
(32.7)

* p < 0.01

A logistic regression was used to estimate the effect that past intimate partner violence
victimization and lifestyle factors have on the likelihood of being a future suspect / offender of
crime. The models are presented in a stepwise fashion with the key variables of interest
presented first. Subsequent models incorporate the inclusion of situational and demographic
factors. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4.5 and summarized below.
Past intimate partner violence victimization (p < 0.01), victim gender (p < 0.05), and
victim race (Black or African American; (p < 0.01) were statistically significant in the full
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model. All of these variables remained significant throughout the models. Past repeat intimate
violence victims’ chances of becoming a future suspect / offender are (β =.91) more likely than
that of non-past repeat intimate violence victims. Female victims are less likely (β = -.39) to
become a future a suspect / offender than males are. Further, for victim race, Black or African
American victims are more likely (β =.47) to become future suspects / offenders of crimes when
compared to White or Caucasian victims. Furthermore, the value of the Nagelkerke R2 statistic
increased from .063 in the base model to .087 in the full model which provides indication that
the variables as whole added to the explanatory power of the model. This indicates that the base
model explains 6.3% of the variation in future victim of other crimes while the full model
explains 8.7% of the variation in for future criminal offending. The variables that were not found
to be significant are victim age, and victim ethnicity, and relationship type. The implications of
these results will be further discussed in following chapter.
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Table 4.5 Regression Models for Association between Repeat Intimate Partner Violence and
Future Criminal Offending
Model 1

Model 2

Model 2

Model 4

pre_rv

0.9512
(0.1501)

*

0.9793*
(0.1519)

0.9402*
(0.1535)

0.9115*
(0.1557)

vic_female

-0.3738
(0.1745)

**

-0.3968**
(0.1771)

-0.3900**
(0.1786)

-0.3885**
(0.1791)

vic_age2_1

0.9481
(0.5649)

0.9325
(0.5685)

0.8815
(0.5859)

vic_age2_2

0.1563
(0.1960)

0.1051
(0.2016)

0.0989
(0.2072)

vic_age2_3

0.0450
(0.1727)

-0.0024
(0.1758)

-0.0146
(0.1781)

vic_afam

0.4473
(0.1758)

**

0.4680*
(0.1774)

vic_ami

-0.7491
(1.0806)

-0.7385
(1.0801)

vic_aspi

0.0216
(0.3360)

0.0485
(0.338)

vic_pi

-1.0533
(1.0832)

-1.0603
(1.0835)

vic_hispanic

0.0049
(0.2069)

0.0046
(0.2087)

dating

0.0895
(0.1945)

former_married

1.2737
(0.7441)

former_dating

-0.0360
(0.2704)

vic_drug_use

0.0317
(0.1569)
2

0.063
0.067
0.082
0.087
Nagelkerke R
n
954
954
954
954
Note. Table values represent the standardized regression coefficients and standard error (in parentheses). The
reference groups for the variables include the following: Gender (Female), Age (35 or older), Race (White or
Caucasian), Ethnicity (Hispanic), Relationship (Married), and Drug / Alcohol Use (Usage) *p < 0.01; **p < 0.05
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Question 4: Does prior intimate partner violence victimization predict the police
department administering a LAP?
In order to explore the effect that prior intimate partner violence has on the prediction of
receiving a LAP Screen, a bivariate analysis (see Table 4.6; χ2 test) was conducted to examine
the nature of the relationship that the key independent variable (past intimate partner violence
victimization) has on the likelihood of receiving a LAP Screen. Analyses revealed those who are
past victims of intimate partner violence are less likely to receive a LAP Screen (64.22%) when
compared to those who are not past victims of intimate partner violence (35.78%). This
relationship is statistically significant (p < 0.05). Descriptive statistics for each LAP question can
be found in Appendix H.

Table 4.6 Q4: Chi-Square Analysis
Group Differences

LAP 2015
Yes

Past Intimate Partner Violence Victimization **
No
Yes

No

n

%

n

%

359
200

(64.22)
(35.78)

225
170

(56.96)
(43.04)

**p < 0.05

A logistic regression was used to estimate the effect that past intimate partner violence
victimization has on the likelihood of receiving a LAP Screen. The models are presented in a
stepwise fashion with the key variables of interest presented first. Subsequent models incorporate
the inclusion of situational and demographic factors. The results of these analyses are presented
in Table 4.7 and summarized below.
Past intimate partner violence victimization (p < 0.05), victim gender (p < 0.05), victim
ethnicity (p < 0.01), and suspect / offender drug / alcohol use (p < 0.01) were statistically
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significant in the full model. All of these variables remained significant throughout the models.
Past repeat intimate violence victims’ chances of receiving a LAP Screen are (β = -.32) less
likely than that of non-past repeat intimate violence victims. Female victims are more likely (β
=.61) to receive a LAP Screen than males are. Hispanic / Latino victims are (β =.62) more likely
to receive a LAP Screen than non-Hispanic / Latino victims are. Further, if suspect / offender
drug /alcohol use was reported for the abuser, victims were (β =.77) more likely to receive a LAP
Screen than if their abuser was not reported to use drugs / alcohol. Furthermore, the value of the
Nagelkerke R2 statistic increased from .013 in the base model to .078 in the full model which
provides indication that the variables as whole added to the explanatory power of the model. This
indicates that the full model explains 7.8% of the variation in receiving a LAP. Variables that
were not found to be significant are suspect gender, victim age, suspect age, victim race, suspect
race, suspect ethnicity, and victim drug / alcohol use. The implications of these results will be
discussed in the concluding chapter.
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Table 4.7 Regression Models for Intimate Partner Violence Victimization's Prediction of the
LAP Administration
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

pre_rv

-0.3420
(0.1363)

**

-0.3140
(0.1375)

**

-0.3063
(0.1402)

**

-0.3230
(0.1438)

vic_female

0.3148**
(0.1574)

0.5539**
(0.2416)

0.5675**
(0.2441)

0.6079**
(0.2482)

sus_female

0.3020
(0.2461)

0.3307
(0.2494)

0.3310
(0.2527)

vic_age2_1

0.5808
(0.7142)

0.6611
(0.7230)

0.7234
(0.7416)

vic_age2_2

0.0232
(0.2230)

0.0019
(0.2273)

0.0174
(0.2323)

vic_age2_3

0.1036
(0.1722)

0.0940
(0.1750)

0.1030
(0.1787)

sus_age2_1

0
(.)

0
(.)

0
(.)

sus_age2_2

0.0325
(0.2320)

-0.0374
(0.2375)

-0.0577
(0.2443)

sus_age2_3

0.0186
(0.1709)

-0.0088
(0.1733)

-0.0769
(0.1775)

vic_afam

-0.1003
(0.2099)

-0.0583
(0.2129)

vic_ami

-0.0884
(0.7465)

-0.1279
(0.7578)

vic_aspi

-0.1118
(0.3138)

-0.0740
(0.3190)

vic_pi

-0.3258
(0.8200)

-0.3706
(0.8304)

vic_hispanic

0.5782**
(0.2282)

0.6151
(0.2314)

Continued on next page
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**

*

Table 4.7 Regression Models for Intimate Partner Violence Victimization's Prediction of the
LAP Administration, Cont’d.
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

sus_afam

0.0338
(0.2073)

0.0736
(0.2111)

sus_ami

-0.3210
(0.6428)

-0.2758
(0.6512)

sus_aspi

-0.0761
(0.4015)

0.0659
(0.4092)

sus_pi

-0.9344
(0.7845)

-0.9232
(0.7808)

sus_hispanic

-0.0180
(0.2270)

-0.0524
(0.2299)

vic_drug_use

-0.1391
(0.2044)

sus_drug_use

0.7694*
(0.2105)

dating

0.2186
(0.1752)

former_married

1.9508
(1.0841)

former_dating

0.0926
(0.2450)

0.013
0.017
0.040
0.078
Nagelkerke R2
n
954
947
947
947
Note. Table values represent the standardized regression coefficients and standard error (in parentheses). The reference
groups for the variables include the following: Gender (Female), Age (35 or older), Race (White or Caucasian), Ethnicity
(Black or African American), Relationship (Married), and Drug / Alcohol Use (Usage). *p < 0.01; **p < 0.05. Note. 1
sus_age2_1 (Under 18) was omitted by the program for this analyses as "0" perfectly predicted success.
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Question 5: Is repeat intimate partner violence victimization predicted by the LAP?
In order to explore the effect that LAP Screens have on future repeat intimate partner
violence, a bivariate analysis (see Table 4.8; χ2 test) was conducted to examine the nature of the
relationship that the key independent variable (LAP 2015) has on the likelihood of being a future
victim of repeat intimate partner violence. A chi-square test revealed those who received a LAP
Screen are more likely to be a future victim of intimate partner violence (55.26%) when
compared to those who did not receive a LAP Screen (44.74%). However, this relationship is not
statistically significant.

Table 4.8 Q5: Chi-Square Analayis
Group Differences

Future Repeat Intimate Partner Violence
Y
N
n
%
n
%

LAP 2015
No
Yes

149
184

(44.74)
(55.26)

246
375

(39.61)
(60.39)

A logistic regression was used to estimate the effect the LAP Screen has on predicting
future intimate partner violence victimization. The models are presented in a stepwise fashion
with the key variables of interest presented first. Subsequent models incorporate the inclusion of
situational and demographic factors. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4.9 and
summarized below.
The LAP Screen (p < 0.05), victim gender (p < 0.01), suspect age (p < 0.05), and
relationship to suspect / offender (p < 0.01) were statistically significant in the full model. All of
these variables remained significant throughout the models. Victims who received a LAP Screen
are less likely (β = -.43) to experience a future intimate partner violence than those who did not
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receive a LAP Screen. Female victims are more likely (β =.91) to be victims of future repeat
intimate partner violence as oppose to males. Further, if a victim’s abuser is between the ages of
25 and 34, the victim is less likely (β = -.41) to experience a future repeat victimization as
compared to victims who are over the age of 34. Furthermore, when victims shared a dating
relationship with their abuser, as opposed to being married. Furthermore, the value of the
Nagelkerke R2 statistic increased from .043 in the base model to .093 in the full model, which
provides indication that the variables as whole added to the explanatory power of the model. This
provides indication that the full model explains 9.3% of the variation in becoming a repeat victim
of intimate partner violence. Variables that were not found to be significant are suspect gender,
victim age, victim race, victim ethnicity, suspect race, suspect ethnicity, victim drug / alcohol
use, and suspect /offender drug / alcohol use. The implications of these results will be discussed
in the following chapter.
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Table 4.9 Regression Models for LAP's Prediction of Repeat Intimate Partner Violence
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

lap1

-0.3362
(0.1794)

-0.3662**
(0.1814)

-0.4111**
(0.1836)

-0.4310**
(0.1827)

vic_female

0.9243
(0.1843)

*

0.8777
(0.2690)

*

0.8899
(0.2717)

*

0.9082
(0.2719)

sus_female

-0.0388
(0.2664)

-0.0177
(0.2691)

-0.016
(0.2691)

vic_age2_1

0.4490
(0.6129)

0.2823
(0.6210)

0.3115
(0.6357)

vic_age2_2

0.0455
(0.2323)

-0.0408
(0.2358)

-0.1215
(0.2384)

vic_age2_3

-0.1385
(0.1806)

-0.2018
(0.1833)

-0.2535
(0.1851)

sus_age2_1

-0.1534
(0.9197)

-0.1129
(0.9423)

-0.3614
(0.9491)

sus_age2_2

-0.2727
(0.2441)

-0.2842
(0.2482)

-0.4190
(0.2525)

sus_age2_3

-0.3319
(0.1793)

-0.3635**
(0.1813)

-0.4090
(0.1836)

vic_afam

0.0332
(0.2165)

0.0523
(0.2176)

vic_ami

-0.1087
(0.7788)

-0.0874
(0.7814)

vic_aspi

-0.6669
(0.3747)

-0.6524
(0.3746)

vic_pi

-1.6653
(1.2856)

-1.7338
(1.2886)

vic_hispanic

0.2057
(0.2343)

0.2438
(0.2364)

Continued on next page
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*

**

Table 4.9 Regression Models for LAP's Prediction of Repeat Intimate Partner Violence, Cont’d.
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

sus_afam

0.3121
(0.2146)

0.2597
(0.2166)

sus_ami

0.0154
(0.6761)

0.0767
(0.6805)

sus_aspi

-0.1978
(0.4741)

-0.1636
(0.4760)

sus_pi

0.5010
(0.9048)

0.3699
(0.9156)

sus_hispanic

-0.0428
(0.2384)

-0.0254
(0.2391)

vic_drug_use

-0.2014
(0.2088)

sus_drug_use

-0.0312
(0.2143)

dating

0.5461*
(0.1879)

former_married

-1.2586
(1.0856)

former_dating

0.4069
(0.2562)

Nagelkerke R2
0.043
0.053
0.075
0.093
n
954
954
954
954
Note. Table values represent the standardized regression coefficients and standard error (in parentheses). The reference
groups for the variables include the following: Gender (Female), Age (35 or older), Race (White or Caucasian), Ethnicity
(Hispanic), Relationship (Married), and Drug / Alcohol Use (Usage). *p < 0.01; **p < 0.05.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Domestic violence, particularly intimate partner violence, is a widespread social
phenomenon that can produce damaging effects on victims. Despite efforts by police, courts, and
social service agencies to promote consciousness and awareness of domestic violence, provide
aid to victims, and hold offenders accountable, domestic violence victimization rates remain
extremely high. Being able to effectively and accurately assess risk of intimate partner repeat
victimization is tantamount to progress in improving the outlook for those victims and
communities affected.
The LAP was designed to assist first responders in identifying risk factors associated with
future and escalated violence, as well as to predict lethality in intimate partnerships. The success
of the LAP instrument is predicated on the accurate assessment of risk for victims of intimate
partner violence. However, Roehl et al. (2005) found that the most commonly used risk
assessment tools have not been adequately validated and many of the tools in use are poor
predictors of risk. Furthermore, this particular risk assessment has never been validated using
this particular form of police data.
The primary purpose of this research was to examine repeat victimization in Las Vegas,
Nevada. These issues were explored using an innovative and collaborative social service and
police intervention for intimate partner violence. This final chapter provides an interpretation of
the findings, discusses the theoretical significance of this research, limitations of this study,
pragmatic policy implications of key findings, and finally, offers a summation of future research
directions.
In an effort to gain a greater understanding of the pattern of repeat victimization and to
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implement evidence-based best practices in intimate partner violence risk prevention, this dataset
was devised in collaboration with LVMPD to answer the key questions presented in this
dissertation. Moreover, the present research provides important findings that have been driven by
five primary research questions which explored the extent of repeat intimate partner violence in
Las Vegas, Nevada, the extent to which victims of repeat intimate partner violence predicts being
a future victim of other crimes and conversely becoming a suspect / offender of crime, past
history of intimate partner violence victimizations’ prediction on receiving a LAP, and lastly, the
LAP’s ability to predict future intimate partner violence.10 The relevance of these questions will
be discussed in terms of theory and practice.
Lifestyle Exposure Theory
Past research on intimate partner violence has identified a number of sociodemographic
characteristics such as difference in age (younger age; Smith et al., 2017 Caetano & Field, 2005;
Thompson et al., 2006), gender (female; Anderson, 1997; Cooper & Smith, 2011; Mele, 2009),
race (racial minority; Caetano, Schafe, Clark, Cunradi, & Raspberry, 2000; Wareham, Boots, &
Chavez, 2009). In addition, there are a number of situational factors such as drug / alcohol abuse
or dependency (Bevan & Higgins, 2002; Field, Caetano, & Nelson, 2004; Guille, 2004),
education (lower educational attainment; Lauritsen & Schaum, 2004; Wright, 2012; Xie, Heimer,
and Lauritsen, 2012), employment (unemployment; Moore & Parmley, 1999; Mukherjee &
Carcach, 1998), income (lower income; Gabor & Mata, 2004; Lauritsen & Schaum, 2004;
Mukherjee & Carcach, 1998), relationship (dating relationship; Daigneault, Hebert, & McDuff,
2009; Moffitt & Caspi, 1999), and sexual orientation (homosexuals; Goldberg & Meyer, 2013;
Messinger, 2011) that are correlated with intimate partner violence. Moreover, demographic

10

Multiple combinations of interaction effects were explored; however, none were found to be significant.
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characteristics can be used to explain why victimization occurs. These factors can lead to
differences in lifestyles and are associated with differences in the likelihood of experiencing
intimate partner violence victimization and repeat victimization of intimate partner violence
(Hindelang et al., 1978; Lasley & Rosenbaum, 1988; Mukherjee & Carcach, 1998; Tseloni,
2000). Lifestyle exposure theory suggests that there are certain groups in society who often
practice patterned lifestyles or routine activities that increase their probability of risk to
victimization by motivated offenders (Hindelang et al., 1978). As such, the more opportunity
there is for contact between victim and offender, the higher the risk of victimization.
The analyses of this study show a great concentration of repeat intimate partner violence
victims who, in support of lifestyle exposure theory, are at an increased risk of also becoming
victims of other crimes. In other words, women who experience battery by an intimate partner
more than one time, are more likely to experience other types of victimization compared to onetime victims. This finding provides some insight and evidence into the idea that women may
become involved in multiple violent relationships. The findings from this study also show that
victims who are victimized by a former dating partner are more likely to experience further
violence, which provides confirmation to the notion that repeat victims are less likely to be
married to their abuser (Rennison & Welchans, 2000). However, as also as argued by Farrell and
Pease (1993), overall results revealed that a small number of victims (9%) account for a large
number of repeat victimizations (32%), which logically reveals that focusing on prevention
efforts for repeat victims, could in turn prevent a corresponding disproportionate number of
offenses.
For demographics, White or Caucasian emerged as the largest racial group in the sample,
and age, race, and ethnicity were not found to be associated with becoming a victim of other
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crimes. These findings were unexpected as lifestyle exposure theory maintains there is an inverse
relationship with age and risk. Younger-aged individuals are more likely at risk for victimization,
and tend to engage in activities that increase engagement with motivated offenders (Bunch, ClayWarner, & Lei, 2012; Cohen & Felson, 1979). However, the results of this study did not support
this notion.
In addition to repeat victims more likely to become victims of other crimes, these results
also show support for repeat victims being more likely to become offenders of crime. Results
show support of the lifestyle exposure theory notion that minority repeat victims, specifically
Black or African American, are more likely to engage in future criminal activity as compared to
White or Caucasian victims. Further, the results of this study reveal that male repeat victims of
intimate partner violence are more likely to become offenders of crime as opposed to female
victims of intimate partner violence. It is possible that when police are called to the scene of
domestic violence incident, a male victim may feel inferior and need to exert power and control
in order to exercise his masculinity and authority in a relationship. Moreover, some insight into
mandatory arrest laws may help explain why some victims become offenders and vice versa.
Mandatory arrest policies were initially supported by the Minneapolis Domestic Violence
experiment conducted by Sherman and Berk (1984). These polices have been adopted by
LVMPD and the majority of police departments around the country. Mandatory arrest policies
require police officers to arrest at least one individual when responding to a domestic violence
incident. These laws have forced officers to make an arrest in intimate partner violence incidents
they may have determined was less serious in nature. In the past, police would have been able to
let the couple “figure it out themselves.” An after effect of these laws increase the time that
officers spend on a call, which in turn, may decrease the amount of time and energy officers can
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put into assisting victims.
Although mandatory arrest policies were designed to put emphasis on the seriousness of
these incidents and to de-escalate the situation, there are unforeseen consequences associated
with this tactic. One of the central problems with these policies is that mandatory arrest could
incite dual arrest. Dual arrest occurs when an officer is unable to determine a primary aggressor
and therefore, arrests both parties, arresting both the victim and suspect / offender. This could
lead to a labeling of the true victim by arresting them and essentially “revictimizing the victim.”
Further, this may create a space for victims to lose faith in the criminal justice system and no
longer request police assistance for future victimizations. In Nevada, many officers may use
discretion to make determinations along these lines (Nev. Rev. Stat. § 171.137). In addition,
many states have begun to enact primary aggressor laws, however, Nevada is not one of them.
Repeat Intimate Partner Violence Victimization
The results of this study indicate that the literature on repeat victimization may be a
useful lens to consider when analyzing criminal justice interventions. In particular, these results
suggest that there is significant variance in receiving a LAP Screen for those who experienced a
victimization prior to their victimization in January 2015, as opposed to first time victims of
intimate partner violence. Specifically, those who endured an intimate partner violence
victimization before January 2015, were significantly less likely to receive a LAP Screen,
compared to those who did not experience a prior intimate partner violence victimization.
Despite the Maryland LAP Model’s automatic qualification for repeat victims of intimate partner
violence to receive a LAP Screen, these results show the opposite effect. Differences in LAP
Screen administration for repeat victims may be attributed to the refusal for victims to cooperate
in help-seeking due to being in denial, or conditioned to the abuse, as a part of the Cycle of
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Violence (Walker, 2008). It is also possible that the repetitive nature of intimate partner violence
makes it less likely to be taken seriously by the police (Laycock, 2001). Victims who repeatedly
seek help from the police, but fail to leave their abusive relationship, may receive little sympathy
and assistance from frustrated police officers (Gracia, Garcia & Lila, 2008; Hickman and
Simpson, 2003). Further, such sanctions and interventions could have backfired for victims in the
past and promoted increased abuse for victims, so victims may not be receptive to such
interventions.
The finding that repeat victims of intimate partner violence are less likely to receive a
LAP Screen may be attributed to officer discretion and lack of training. If officers are called to
the same address multiple times for family disturbance calls, officers may possibly feel that
interventions for victims of intimate partner violence do not work. The findings offered in this
research suggest that both LVMPD commissioned officers and civilian personnel lack varying
degrees of awareness of the LAP policy, thus officers may simply be not offering the tool due to
unconscious unawareness. It is possible that officers may also be contending with a large
workload that may cause the LAP Screen to be infrequently utilized as the administration of the
instrument requires additional paperwork and time. Finally, a larger issue might be lack of
attention by the police department as a whole, in understanding the usefulness of the LAP in
identifying, preventing, and aiding victims of intimate partner violence, which may have led to
the inadequate use and lack of accountability of the LAP Screen administration.
As expected female victims were shown to receive the LAP Screen more often than male
victims. This may be due to officers being more sympathetic and / or attentive of female victims
than they are male victims, or the result of females being more open to police intervention tools
than males are, or the sheer number of female victims of intimate partner violence. In addition,
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Hispanic / Latino victims were shown to receive the LAP Screen more often than non-Hispanic /
Latino victims. These findings suggest that Hispanic / Latino victims may be more receptive to
police interventions than non-Hispanic / Latino victims, which is counter to a substantial amount
of research in this area. Finally, as expected, when an abuser has been determined to be using
drug / alcohol in an intimate partner violence battery event, a LAP Screen is more likely to be
administered.
Police Operational Theories
The LAP intervention examined was expected to be associated with a decrease in risk of
future victimization by empowering women to leave the relationship, demand change by threat
of leaving the relationship, shame the abuser, and offer a tool to demonstrate to victims that there
are services qualified to help them. This research provided insight into the validity of the LAP
and its theoretical underpinnings. Specifically, the results of the study provide insight into the
usefulness of LVMPD’s use of this instrument. As previously discussed, domestic violence risk
assessment tools provide a method of assessing victim safety.
In order to measure the predictive validity of the LAP and the extent to which the LAP is
able to accurately predict future victimization, victims who received the LAP Screen were
tracked for three years following the original incident. Remarkably, the administration of the
LAP Screen was shown to be negatively associated with future intimate partner violence. This
suggests that when victims were simply offered the LAP Screen questions, their risk of
subsequent intimate partner violence victimization significantly decreased. Because victims were
not tracked to see if they were offered or referred to domestic violence services or other social
service interventions stemming from the risk determination, suggests the value of the LAP
Screen in decreasing the risk of intimate partner violence victimization. For example, simply
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answering the officer’s questions could prompt victims to leave a violent relationship, although
this notion goes beyond the scope of this study.
Another possible explanation to consider could be that the mere physical presence of a
police officer could have empowered the victim to seek-further assistance because an officer
advised a victim of that person’s determined risk may have resonated with victims and
encouraged her or him to leave the relationship. Alternatively, victims who call the police may
be more likely to engage in other precautionary or proactive behaviors that are responsible for
the reduced risk of further victimization. The cost / benefit notion may be useful to consider here,
in that offenders may have desisted from crime due to both formal and informal sanctions
imposed on them. More formal sanctions, such as lengthier incarceration periods, may be
imposed based on the severity of the crime. Thus, the risk of victimization may decrease because
a victim’s intimate partner / abuser is incarcerated. It is important to mention that even though
findings show that repeat victims are less likely to receive a LAP Screen, ironically, when repeat
victims do in fact receive a LAP Screen, the chances of experiencing a future victimization is
decreased.
As expected, female victims are more likely to experience subsequent intimate partner
violence victimization when compared to male victims. Although lifestyle exposure suggests that
male victims are more likely to experience repeat victimizations for the majority of crimes, the
crime of intimate partner violence is an exception. For this crime, female victims of intimate
partner violence are at greater risk. Unexpectedly, victims whose abuser was between ages 25-34
had a decreased likelihood of experiencing repeat victimization when compared to abusers who
are 35 and over. Past literature reveals that younger individuals are more likely to engage in
criminal activity early in life, and to desist from criminal activity as they get older (Gottfredson
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& Hirschi (1990). This suggests that older victims may lose their ability to control their temper
as they age. This result may also be attributed to the length a couple is together. Older victims
tend to be in longer-term relationships than younger people are. Thus, being around each other
for longer time periods may lead to violence occurring within that relationship.
Finally, as predicted, the type of victim / offender relationship is significantly related to
repeat intimate partner violence. Victims who are in less committed relationships are more likely
to experience future violence when compared to married victims. Thus, being in a dating
relationship is associated with an increased likelihood of being a repeat victim, as opposed to
married couples, who may see themselves as having more to lose. Although abusers were not
tracked throughout time, it is unclear whether the victim experienced abuse by the same partner
or a different one, which makes it difficult to assess whether heterogeneity or event risks
explains repeat victimization. However, both explanations appear plausible.
Overall, the LAP Screen on its own appears to be a valid tool for predicting decreased
future risk of being repeatedly victimized. However, the ability to predict lethality is unclear, as
this was unable to be answered with the available data. The collaborative intervention feature of
the tool was also unable to be assessed because the outcomes of the tool were not tracked. It is
not clear if victims were immediately connected with domestic violence advocacy services, as
the protocol suggests for victims who are determined to be “high risk,” which may provide
further insight into the tool’s validity.
It should be noted that all the variables included in the final models were determined
based on an extensive review of literature that established theoretical significance for each.
However, as demonstrated in the findings, not all were shown to be statistically significant.
These factors might become significant with larger sample sizes. Though, it also may be the case
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that they did not change as significant predictors because the study was done in Las Vegas,
which is a unique city in some ways (e.g., transiency, gambling, nightlife, infrastructure,
weather), that may mitigate the strength of these effects.
Limitations
The findings of this research should be considered in the context of the following
limitations. First, the data available for this study was limited in that it only offered the ability to
examine a sample of victims of intimate partner violence from one month in LVMPD’s database,
and may not be representative of all repeat victims in Las Vegas. Because of the transient
subculture of Las Vegas, these data maybe particularly limited by only tracking victims in the
LVMPD database, which does not include other nearing jurisdictions or states. Victims may
move to escape further violence, making it difficult to keep track of them, thus it is important to
consider attrition. In fact, Dugan (1999) found that “movers” are more likely to be victimized as
opposed to “non-movers.” Therefore, repeat victims who are not already classified as such may
appear in LVMPD’s database less often than single victims. Also, the past and future incidents
included in these analyses may only be a moderate estimate of the total repeat incidence of
intimate partner violence these victims experience, which may be due to the inability to track
victims in databases other than LVMPD’s and because domestic violence is one of the most
chronically underreported crimes (Strong & Cohen, 2013). In addition, because this research was
conducted in Las Vegas, it is not known if these results are applicable to all victims of intimate
partner violence in the United States, demonstrating a potential lack of external validity.
Moreover, because of the nature of the data, it is not clear that the original incident as labeled in
this data is truly the original incident, or if the incident is merely the first-time victimization
reported in the LVMPD database.
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At the same time, only victims who were involved in an intimate partner violence
victimization were included in the sample. As is the case with other types of crimes,
underreporting may be a limitation with intimate partner violence. Police simply cannot capture
all domestic violence victimizations because they simply are not reported to the police (Strong &
Cohen, 2013). Because of this, police incident report data may only capture a certain type of
victim who is willing to seek help from the police. This may, in part, account for an underrepresentation of specific cultures and races. For instance, undocumented immigrant women may
be unwilling to report their victimization due to the fear of facing deportation. Furthermore, these
analyses are not able to estimate long-term vulnerabilities, such as those that exist from
childhood into adolescence or from adolescence into adulthood. Delinquent behavior in one’s
adolescence may influence the likelihood of becoming a victim in adulthood.
The analyses using LVMPD data were further limited by the fact the LAP data was not
entered consistently, and provides evidence in limitations commonly seen with using police data.
Police departments do not typically keep records for research purposes, as “policing” is
commonly understood as the primary responsibility of police officers. Flawed police data limits
the validity of these results. However, to avoid further errors in recoding, an original and
secondary database were created by extracting data from the LVMPD database. Names were
often spelled differently and offense types were sometimes inconsistent with the offense type
listed in the report, which is a threat to reliability. For example, a domestic violence battery was
frequently listed as a battery (non-domestic relationship). This required extra time to validate
each victim and the all incidents in depth. Where possible, mistakes were corrected, however,
there is a potential that some mistakes went undetected, and the extent in which this occurred is
not known.
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Similarly, after further exploring the database, it was evident that LAP data was not
entered consistently until January 2015, despite the LAP being mandated by LVMPD around
2008. It was for this reason that January 2015 was selected. Therefore, data on future information
was limited, thus victims were only able to be tracked for three total years after the initial
incident. Moreover, as these results have suggested, the dynamics of victims and their intimate
relationships are diverse. Thus, including data from such a short period of time may have
impacted these results.
Alternatively, as established in previously evaluations of LAP risk assessment tool, the
problem of false positives / false negatives may have influenced findings if LAP Screen risk
determinations (e.g., high risk, low risk) were included in these analyses (Gondolf, 2002).
Moreover, Gondolf asserted that the theoretical foundation in which risk instruments are based
on could be flawed, and therefore cause the predictive power of these instruments to be even
weaker when combined, producing false positives and false negatives. Likewise, Messing and
Thaller (2013) suggested that results of common risk assessment tools are inaccurate due to the
invalid classification of the risk offense. After investigation in the individual’s risk
determinations were shown to not be consistently calculated across LVMPD LAP Screens, this
study was unable to adequately address this possibility.
Ultimately,
We should not dismiss crime data just because our data sources are flawed and less
comprehensive than we would like. Although we know that our data are problematic, in
many cases, we also know how they are problematic. Knowing the sources and
consequences of systematic errors makes data more valuable than they might have
otherwise been (Sacco & Kennedy, 2002, p. 32).

96

However, despite the aforementioned shortcomings, the findings from this study produced
several valuable implications.
Policy Implications
Overall, this research suggests many policy implications. First, the findings provide
evidence that the implementation of risk assessment that identify future risk of victimization are
necessary to effectively aid women. However, data revealed that all victims of intimate partner
violence in LVMPD’s jurisdiction are not receiving the LAP Screen at the time of the call,
despite being a mandatory LVMPD policy. Although victims can refuse to complete the LAP
Screen, data revealed that only a small percentage of victims in the sample, in fact, refused.
Rather a significant number of victims did not appear to be offered the LAP Screen. In other
words, there is an inconsistency between mandatory policies and the day to day operation of
LVMPD officers. Because receiving the LAP Screen is shown to decrease the amount of future
intimate partner violence by identifying victims who are high risk, the amount of officer
discretion used when offering the LAP Screen should be limited, particularly because this is an
interventional tool aimed at identifying victim’s risk of future violence and lethality. For victims
with a history of victimization, there in an increased risk of repeat victimization. Increased and
improved handling of domestic violence cases by officers, and the strengthening of
accountability for police to follow procedures, can help decrease repeat intimate partner
violence. Additionally, better training on how to use the tool and providing officers with a better
understanding of the implications of the LAP is vital. Further, it was observed in the data that
when a primary aggressor was unable to be determined, that a LAP Screen was not administered.
The LAP Screen should be administered to all victims of intimate partner violence, especially to
victims with a history of violence.
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Perhaps if domestic violence cases were handled in a more effective manner (e.g.,
appropriate referrals for victims, better police follow-up) the problem of repeat intimate partner
violence would be better addressed. Thus, there is need for police department officials to better
understand and prioritize domestic violence so that the community and public officials can
acknowledge it as a critical issue. While valiant efforts are made to halt other types of repeat
crimes in Las Vegas, such as property crimes and drug offenses, more attention needs to be paid
to repeat intimate partner violence. Conceivably, if more focus, resources, and time were devoted
to improving response, case management, and better data collection efforts, tracking repeat
victims of intimate partner violence would be enhanced, ultimately this would help officers
respond to such calls more appropriately, and potentially decrease domestic violence in Las
Vegas. Lloyd, Farrell, and Pease (1993) found that if resources can be provided to victims when
they are most vulnerable, which is the time directly following a domestic violence victimization,
then police can be better prepared to prevent repeat victimization. Enhanced officer engagement
with high risk victims and providing appropriate protocol referrals can also aid in prevention
strategies.
A severe lack of resources allocated to domestic violence hinders officers’ ability to
address the problem of repeat intimate partner violence. As previously suggested, domestic
violence is undoubtedly more prevalent than data suggest, thus requiring even more resources to
adequacy address on this issue. When officers are overworked and understaffed, there is little
time for officers who may have limited energy and motivation to implement the LAP Screen, let
alone, conduct arrests, maintain better records, and provide appropriate referrals for victims,
which are all essential in the prevention of further violence.
Communication and collaboration could also be improved between patrol officers,
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LVMPD victim services, and other criminal justice and social service agencies. LVMPD should
be accountable for following up with such victims to offer their support and services. Because
responding officers have direct knowledge of a victims’ immediate needs, there should be a
streamline way for officers to disseminate this information to LVMPD victim advocates and
other social service providers are informed on the needs of victims, appropriate steps can be
taken to provide victims with the necessary tools to help protect them from repeat victimization.
Collaboration between these entities is essential in the reduction of intimate partner violence.
Equally, as Lloyd et al. (1994) and Hamner et al. (1999) have indicated that reducing domestic
violence is not, and should not be, the sole responsibility of police officers.
Improving the relationship between police and the community may encourage more
victims to report crimes. Because we know that in some situations, calling the police reduces the
risk of repeat victimization, it is imperative that trust and partnership is developed between
police and community members to encourage increased reporting of crime. In addition, it can
increase a victim’s ability to engage with help-seeking strategies. Further, police interventions
and risk assessment tools can only be implemented if victims report crimes and cooperate with
the police. This can be achieved more effectively with a shift in police attitudes.
Finally, as recommended by Lauritsen and White (2001) programs to educate women
from the threat of intimate partner violence would be extremely beneficial. Crime prevention
strategies that make victim’s aware of certain characteristics they possess which that align them
with such risk factors can also be advantageous.
These findings are intended to encourage local criminal justice agencies, victim
advocates, and social service providers to begin to establish innovative ways to address the
problem of repeat domestic violence. More collaboration, increased communication, additional

99

resources, and enhanced trainings for officers is essential in successful prevention of repeat
victimization. Ultimately, whichever form this takes place in, it is apparent that a better system
needs to be developed to address the issue.
Future Research Directions
There are a number of future directions for research and examining the LAPs utility.
First, it is recommended that similar investigations be conducted into the prediction of repeat
intimate partner violence and the validity of the LAP. These should involve additional
information from multiple months and from other databases, such as surrounding police
departments (i.e., North Las Vegas Police Department, Henderson Police Department). In
addition, utilizing national databases may be useful in learning more about the patterns and
prevalence of repeat victimization. If something like this were to be developed, researchers
would need to bear in mind privacy issues related to victims.
Future research should also consider expanding out to all types of domestic violence
victimizations (e.g., child or elder abuse) to explore if violence between family or cohabitants
influences the pattern of various forms of domestic violence. In addition, further research should
also consider retroactively exploring patterns for victims of intimate partner homicide to see if
past experiences with violence can help prevent women from being murdered by their intimate
partners. Because certain types of victims may be more inclined to seek help, findings should
also be replicated using data from non-police sources, such as battered women’s shelters. Further
research is also necessary in order to understand the dynamic processes in which childhood
experiences function and produce the patterns of intimate partner violence through adulthood.
These results suggest an urgent need for more research and training on interventions
designed to reduce repeat incidents of intimate partner violence, especially due to current trends
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in domestic violence treatment focused on stronger and coordinated interventions. Further, there
is a need for the monitoring and careful supervision of such interventions and programs. A
survival analysis or time until failure is recommended to determine how quickly a victim was
revictimized after the initial incident. In sum, it is important that research continue to be
conducted in order to better understand the dynamic cycle of repeat intimate partner violence
victimization in order to provide efficient and effective services to victims.
The phenomenon of repeat victimization is a relatively new topic for researchers in the
United States, despite being studied for the past two decades in Europe. Thus, repeat
victimization, specifically repeat intimate partner violence, in the United States deserves more
comprehensive research and exploration. This would enable police to adequately measure the
validity and effectiveness of risk instruments and interventions that are targeted to violence in the
context of the United States. Doing so is essential to better recognizing repeat offenses and
identify repeat victims, so that future and escalated violence, including intimate partner
homicide, can be prevented.
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Appendix A
Federal Definitions for Domestic Violence and Intimate Partner Violence
US Code. Title 34. Subtitle I. Chapter 121. Subchapter III. Section 12291(a)(8)
18 USC § 12291(a)(8)
Domestic Violence
The term “domestic violence” includes felony or misdemeanor crimes of violence
committed by a current or former spouse or intimate partner of the victim, by a
person with whom the victim shares a child in common, by a person who is
cohabitating with or has cohabitated with the victim as a spouse or intimate partner,
by a person similarly situated to a spouse of the victim under the domestic or family
violence laws of the jurisdiction receiving grant monies, or by any other person
against an adult or youth victim who is protected from that person’s acts under the
domestic or family violence laws of the jurisdiction.
(9) Dating partner The term “dating partner” refers to a person who is or has been in a social
relationship of a romantic or intimate nature with the abuser, and where the existence of such a
relationship shall be determined based on a consideration of—
(A) the length of the relationship;
(B) the type of relationship; and
(C) the frequency of interaction between the persons involved in the relationship.
(10) Dating violence The term “dating violence” means violence committed by a person—
(A) who is or has been in a social relationship of a romantic or intimate nature with the
victim; and
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(B) where the existence of such a relationship shall be determined based on a consideration
of the following factors:
(i) The length of the relationship.
(ii) The type of relationship.
(iii) The frequency of interaction between the persons involved in the relationship.

US Code. Title 18. Part I. Chapter 110A. Subchapter III. Section 2266(7)
18 USC § 2266(7)
Spouse or intimate partner
(7) The term “spouse or intimate partner” includes—
(A) for purposes of—
(i) sections other than 2261A—
(I) a spouse or former spouse of the abuser, a person who shares a child in
common with the abuser, and a person who cohabits or has cohabited as a spouse
with the abuser; or
(II) a person who is or has been in a social relationship of a romantic or
intimate nature with the abuser, as determined by the length of the relationship, the
type of relationship, and the frequency of interaction between the persons involved in
the relationship; and
(ii)—
(I) a spouse or former spouse of the target of the stalking, a person who shares
a child in common with the target of the stalking, and a person who cohabits or has
cohabited as a spouse with the target of the stalking; or
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(II) a person who is or has been in a social relationship of a romantic or
intimate nature with the target of the stalking, as determined by the length of the
relationship, the type of the relationship, and the frequency of interaction between
the persons involved in the relationship.
(B) any other person similarly situated to a spouse who is protected by the domestic or
family violence laws of the State or tribal jurisdiction in which the injury occurred or
where the victim resides.
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Appendix B
Nevada State Definition for Domestic Violence
State of Nevada as defined by Nevada Revised Statute (NRS 33.018, 2017)
Domestic violence
Domestic violence occurs when a person commits one of the following acts against
or upon the person’s spouse or former spouse, any other person to whom the person
is related by blood or marriage, any other person with whom the person has had or is
having a dating relationship, any other person with whom the person has a child in
common, the minor child of any of those persons, the person’s minor child or any
other person who has been appointed the custodian or legal guardian for the person’s
minor child:
(a) A battery.
(b) An assault.
(c) Compelling the other person by force or threat of force to perform an act
from which the other person has the right to refrain or to refrain from an act
which the other person has the right to perform.
(d) A sexual assault.
(e) A knowing, purposeful or reckless course of conduct intended to harass the
other person. Such conduct may include, but is not limited to:
(1) Stalking.
(2) Arson.
(3) Trespassing.
(4) Larceny.
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(5) Destruction of private property.
(6) Carrying a concealed weapon without a permit.
(7) Injuring or killing an animal.
(f) A false imprisonment.
(g) Unlawful entry of the other person’s residence, or forcible entry against
the other person’s will if there is a reasonably foreseeable risk of harm to the
other person from the entry.
As used in this section, “dating relationship” means frequent, intimate associations
primarily characterized by the expectation of affectional or sexual involvement. The
term does not include a casual relationship or an ordinary association between
persons in a business or social context.
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Appendix C
Danger Assessment Screen
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Appendix D
Lethality Screen - Maryland Model

Domestic Violence Lethality
Screen For First Responders
Officer:

Date:

Victim:

Offender:

Case:

Check here if victim did not answer any of the questions.
A "Yes" response to any of Questions #1-3 automatically triggers the protocol referral.
1. Has he/she ever used a weapon against you or threatened you with a weapon?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
2. Has he/she threatened to kill you or your children?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
Yes
No
Not Ans.
3. Do you think he/she might try to kill you?
Negative responses to Questions #1-3, but positive responses to at least four of Questions #4-11, trigger the protocol referral.
4. Does he/she have a gun or can he/she get one easily?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
5. Has he/she ever tried to choke you?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
6. Is he/she violently or constantly jealous or does he/she control most of your daily activities?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
7. Have you left him/her or separated after living together or being married?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
Yes
No
Not Ans.
8. Is he/she unemployed?
9. Has he/she ever tried to kill himself/herself?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
10. Do you have a child that he/she knows is not his/hers?
Yes
No
Not Ans.
Yes
No
Not Ans.
11. Does he/she follow or spy on you or leave threatening messages?
An ofﬁcer may trigger the protocol referral, if not already triggered above, as a result of the victim's response to the below question,
or whenever the ofﬁcer believes the victim is in a potentially lethal situation.
Is there anything else that worries you about your safety? (If "yes") What worries you?

Check one:

Victim screened in according to the protocol
Victim screened in based on the belief of ofﬁcer
Victim did not screen in

If victim screened in: After advising her/him of a high danger assessment, did the victim speak with the hotline counselor?
Yes
No
Note: The questions above and the criteria for determining the level of risk a person faces is based on the best available research on factors associated with lethal
violence by a current or former intimate partner. However, each situation may present unique factors that inﬂuence risk for lethal violence that are not captured by this
screen. Although most victims who screen “positive” or “high danger” would not be expected to be killed, these victims face much higher risk than that of other victims of
intimate partner violence.
MNADV 08/2005
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Appendix E
List of Offenses Collapsed by LVMPD’s Cross Reference Guide for NRS Statutes, City
Codes, and City Ordinances
Animal
206.150.1 – Att. Kill/Main/Disfigure/Poison Animal of Another
Arson
205.010 - Arson 1st Degree
205.01 - Arson
Assault / Battery
200.481F - BATT
200.481.2A - Batt(M)
200.481F – Battery
200.471.2A – Assault
200.471B - Assault WDW
200.471B – AWDW
200.481 - Battery by Strangulation
200.481D - Battery by a Prisoner
200.481.2D - Battery on a Protected Peron
200.280B - Mayhem
200.280A - Mayhem WDW
200.481H - Battery on a Protected Person
200.481.2 - Conspiracy Battery
Battery Constituting Domestic Violence
200.485 - BATT/DV
200.485.1A – No Priors/1 Prior
200.485.2A – Batt/DV
200.485.1B – Batt/DV 2nd
200.485.1C – Batt/DV 3rd
200.481.1A – Batt/DV
200.471.2A – DV Assault
200.471.2B – DV Assault
56888 - 10.02.010 - Batt/DV
200.481.2A – DV/Battery
200.471C - Assault WDW/DV
200.481.2 - Batt/DV WDW
200.471.2B - DV/Assault WDW
200.485.2 - Batt/DV Strangulation
200.281.2E – Batt/DV Strangulation
200.481.2B – DV Battery by Strangulation
Burglary
205.060.2 - Burglary
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205.067.2 - Home Invasion
205.060A – Burglary
200.067 - Home Invasion
205.060E - Burglary - Hotel/Motel
205.080 - Poss. of Burglary Tools
205.060.4 - Burglary with the Possession of a Gun
205.080 - Unlawful Possession of Burglary Tools
Child Abuse
200.508.2B - Child Neglect/Endangerment
200.508.1B - Child Abuse or Neglect
200.508B - Child Abuse
200.508E - Child Endangerment
200.580C - Child Neglect with Substantial Bodily Harm
200.508.1A - Child Abuse W/ Substantial Bodily Harm
Child/Minor
200.359 - Parental Abduction
207.26 - Unlawful Contact with Child or Mentally Ill Person
200.359.1 - Detain/Hide/Remove Child Custody Matter
463.35 - Minor in Gambling Establishment
Conspiracy
199.48 - Conspiracy
Crimes Against Police Officers
10.06.010 - Resisting Public Officer
199.28 - Resisting a Police Officer
200.4812d - Battery on a Police Officer
10.06.010 - Resisting Public Officer
10.02.010 - Obstructing/False Info to PO
197.12 - False Impersonation of Public Officer
197.18 - Obstruct Police/Public Officer
10.02.010 - Give False Info to Public Officer
Destruction of Property
206.310C - Injure or Destroy Property of Another
206.31 - Destroy Property of Another
705.480 - Tamper/Destroy Rr Prop
10.02.010 - Malicious Dest of Private Prop
206.31 – Att. Destroy Prop of Another, $25-$250
206.330A - Placing Graffiti -Defacing Prop under $250
206.310B - Injure or Destroy Property of Another - Over $251
331.200 - Damage/Destroy State Prop
Disturbances
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207.200 - Trespass, Not Amounting to Burglary
207.030 - Lodge in Bldg./Struct/Place W/O Permission
200.450A - Challenge to Fight
203.010 - Disturbing the Peace
12.33.010 - Disorderly Conduct
203.119 - Breach of Peace
203.050 - Affray
Elder Abuse
193.167 - Battery on Victim Over 60
193.167 - Battery on Victim Over 65
200.5099.2 - Elderly/Vulnerable Person Neglect
200.5099.1 - Elderly/Vulnerable Person Abuse
200.5092 - Elderly Exploitation
Ex-Felon
207.100B - Ex-Felon Fail to Change Address
207.100A - Convicted Person Fail to Change Address
Extortion
205.32 - Extortion
False Imprisonment
200.460A - False Imprisonment
Firearms / Weapons
202.285.1B - Discharge Firearm At/Into Occup Struct/Veh/Craft
100.11 - Accidental Shooting
202.280B - Discharging a Firearm in Public
202.287A - Discharge a Firearm from a Motor Vehicle in a Populated Area
202.290A - Aiming/Discharging Firearm at Another
202.285.1B - Discharge Firearm at/Into Occupy/Struct/Vehicle
202.285A - Discharging a Firearm at or Into an Occupied Structure
202.285A - Discharge a Firearm at or Occupied Structure
202.287A - Discharge a Firearm from a Motor Vehicle in a Populated Area
202.32 - Draw Deadly Weap in a Threatening Manner
202.290.2 - Dischg Gun/Other Weapon Where Person Might be Endanger
Fraud / Forgery
205.09 - Forgery
205.300A – Embezzlement
205.463 - Obtain and Use Person Identifying Info of Another Person
205.690 - Obt/Poss. Credit Card/Debit Card/ W/O Card Hold consent
205.69 - Obtain/Poss. Credit Card W/O Card Holder Consent
205.380.1A - Obt Mon/Prop/Labor Under False Pretense
205.463.1 - Obt/Use another pers ID
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205.380B - Obtain Money Under False Pretenses
205.760.1C - Use Credit/Debit Card, Or ID, W/O Consent
207.010B - Fraud - Habitual Criminal
205.110A - Uttering Forged Instruments
205.445.2B - Defrauding an Innkeeper
205.110 - Intent to Utter Fict Bill/Note/Check
205.380A- -Possession of Altered Prescription
205.380.1A - Obt Money/Prop/Labor False Pretense
10.02.010 - Obtain Money Under False Pretenses
205.110 - Intent to Utter Fict Bill/Note/Check
Kidnapping, Adult and Juvenile
200.310.1 - Kidnapping, 1st Degree
200.310A - Kidnap in the First Degree
200.310C- Kidnap Second Degree
200.310.1 - Kidnapping of a Minor
Larceny / Theft / Stolen Property
205.240 – Petit Larceny
205.24 – Petit Larceny
10.02.010 - Petit Larceny
205.0832A - Theft
205.226 - Grand Larceny of Firearm
205.220 - Grand Larceny Vice
205.220A - Grand Larceny
205.270.1A - Larceny from a Person
90008 – Lost/Stolen Property
100.04 - Lost/Stolen Property
10.02.010 - Withholding Stolen Property
100.040B - Lost/Stolen Medication
205.220 - Grand Larceny Vice
205.22 - Conspiracy Grand Larceny
205.220E - Grand Larceny Jewelry
205.275.2A - Buy/Poss./Rcv Stolen Prop
205.0817 - Unlawful Occupancy of Real Property
Lewdness / Obscenity
201.210B - Open and Gross Lewdness
201.220.1A - Indecent/Obscene Exposure
201.230C - Lewdness with a Minor
200.603.2B - Peer/Peer/Spy Through Opening of Dwelling w/Camera
Murder
200.010 – Att. Murder
200.01 - Murder
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Narcotics
453.338D - Trafficking Methamphetamine
453.336A - Possession of Cocaine
453.336M - Possession Less Than One Ounce Of Marijuana
10.92.010 - Unlawful Use/Possession of Drug Paraphernalia
453.336.2A – Poss. Sch. I, II, II, IV C/S
454.510A - Possession of Hypodermic Device
453.331B - Obtain Controlled Subs by Misrepresentation
453.331B - Obtain Controlled Substance by Conspiracy
453.331A - Acquire/Attempt to Acquire Controlled Substance by Fraud
453.331D - False Representation to Pharmacist to Obtain Controlled Substance
Poison
202.17 - Willfully Poisoning or Altering Food, Water, or Medicine
Prisoners / Escapes
212.090A – Escape
212.090.2 - Consp/Att. Esc by Non-Felony Prisoner
212.189.3 – Att. Unlaw Act by Prisoner Re Human Excr/Fluid W/CD
212.189 - Unlawful Acts- Human Body Fluids
Prostitution
201.3 – Pandering
201.300.2 - Sex Trafficking of Adult
201.320 - Accept/Rcv Earnings of Prostitute
207.030 - Lodge in Bldg./Struct/Place W/O Permission
Robbery
200.380 - Robbery E/DW
200.380A - Robbery
200.380 – Att. Robbery
200.380B - Robbery WDW
Sexual Crimes, Adult and Juvenile
200.366.2B - Sex Assault
200.366B - Sexual Assault with a Deadly Weapon
200.508.1B1 - Child Sexual Abuse 1st Offense
200.508.1B - Child Sexual Abuse 1st Offense
200.368A - Statutory Sexual Seduction
200.366A - Sexual Assault
432B.100 - Possible Child Sexual Abuse
207.260D - Molesting a Minor
Stalking / Harassment
200.575.2 – Aggr Stalking
10.02.010 – Harassment
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200.571A – Harassment
201.255 - Obscene/Threatening/Annoying Phone Calls
207.180 - Threatening/Obscene Letters/Writings
201.255C - Threatening Phone Calls
201.255A - Annoying Telephone Calls
170.06 - Threat Against a Person
Traffic
484E.020 - Duty to Stop at Acdnt/Prop Damage
484.361A - Basic Speed
484E.030.1 - Fail Render Aid Veh Acdnt
TRAF484E.020 - Hit and Run Property Damage
484E.020 - Duty to Stop at Accident W/Attended Vehicle/Prop Damage
Vehicles
205.060C - Burglary Auto
205.228.2 - Grand Larceny of Auto
205.274 - Break/Injure/Tamper w/Vehicle
205.2715 - Take/Poss. Veh W/O Owners Consent
90009 - Lost/Stolen License Plates
205.228.3 - Grand Larceny of Auto
205.273.4 - Poss/Rcv/Tranf Stolen Veh
205.312 - Embezzlement Vehicle
205.274C - Tampering/Injuring a Vehicle
205.2741 - Throw Substance at Veh
Victim / Witness Crimes
10.02.010 – Coercion
207.190.2B – Coercion
207.190A - Coercion W/Physical Force or Threat
199.230.2 - Prevent/Dissuade Person from Testifying
Violation of DV TPO/ EPO / Stalking / Harassment
33.1 - Viol DV TPO
200.591 - Violation of TPO/EPO/Stalking/Harassment
200.591.5A - Violation Stalking/Harassment
33.400.6B - Viol EPO of Children
Other
90014 - Sick/Injured Person
90004 - Dead Body
100.01 - Missing Adult
100.03 - Missing Juvenile
90002 - Missing Person- Juvenile
90003 - Runaway Juvenile
100.12 - Accidental Injury
356.49 - Operating a Business Without a License
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Appendix F
Lethality Screen - LVMPD
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Appendix G
Institutional Review Board Approval
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Appendix H
Descriptive Statistics for LAP Questions
Table 6.1 Descriptive Statistics for LAP Questions
LAP Q1 (weapon or threat of weapon)
No
Yes

433
126

LAP Q2 (threaten to kill)
No
Yes

393
166

LAP Q3 (think he/she might kill you)
No
Yes

384
175

LAP Q4 (aggressor have a gun or can get one)
No
Yes

423
136

LAP Q5 (strangulation)
No
Yes

362
197

LAP Q6 (jealously)
No
Yes

245
314

LAP Q7 (separate after living together)
No
Yes

327
232

LAP Q8 (aggressor uneployment)
No
Yes

287
272

LAP Q9 (aggessor try to kill themselves)
No
Yes

480
79

LAP Q10 (blended family)
No
Yes

414
145

LAP Q11 (spy or threatening messages)
No
Yes

389
170

n=
Note. Of victims who received the LAP in January 2015 incident
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Research Associate. From Victim to Litigants: Domestic Violence, Legal Aid
Partnerships with the Courts, and the Politics of Self-Help. Principal Investigator:
Emily I. Troshynski (University of Nevada, Las Vegas)

2012-2014

Research Associate. Juvenile Sex Trafficking. Principal Investigator: M. Alexis
Kennedy (University of Nevada, Las Vegas)

2012-2014

Research Coordinator. Las Vegas Municipal Court Customer Satisfaction Survey.
Principal Investigator: Joel D. Lieberman (University of Nevada, Las Vegas)

2001-2002

Research Coordinator for Jury Decision Making Research Lab, Principal
Investigator: Joel D. Lieberman (University of Nevada, Las Vegas)

PRESENTATIONS
Professional Presentations
2019

Mizrachi, D. A. and Sousa, W. H. The Impact of the Lethality Assessment Program
on Repeat Intimate Partner Violence. Presented at the 46th Annual Western Society
of Criminology Conference. February 7-9, 2019.

2018

Mizrachi, D. A. and Sousa, W. H. Criminological Factors Predicting Repeat
Domestic Violence Victimization: Police Use of the Lethality Assessment Program.
Presented at the Graduate Research Symposium at the University of Nevada. Las
Vegas. February 3, 2018.

2017

Mizrachi, D. A. and Sousa, W. H. Criminological Factors Predicting Repeat
Domestic Violence Victimization: Police Use of the Lethality Assessment Program.
Presented at the 73nd Annual Meeting of the American Society of Criminology.
Philadelphia, PA, November 15-18, 2017.

2017

Mizrachi, D. A. and Troshynski, E. I. Women’s Access to Justice: Barriers
Experienced When Applying for an Order of Protection. Presented at the Graduate
Research Symposium at the University of Nevada. Las Vegas. April 8, 2017

2016

Mizrachi, D. A. Guest Speaker, Pro-seminar in Criminal Justice- CRJ 700.

2016

Mizrachi, D. A. and Troshynski, E. I. Women’s Access to Justice: Barriers
Experienced When Applying for an Order of Protection. Presented at the 72nd
Annual Meeting of the American Society of Criminology. New Orleans, LA,
November 16-19, 2016.
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2016

Mizrachi, D. A. Abuse Us and Lose Us: Regional Effects if Disarming Domestic
Violence Offenders. Presented at the 7th Annual Greenspun College of Urban
Affairs Graduate Research Symposium, April 18, 2016.

2016

Mizrachi, D. A. Abuse Us and Lose Us: Regional Effects if Disarming Domestic
Violence Offenders. Presented at the Graduate Research Symposium at University
of Nevada, Las Vegas. March 16, 2016.

2015

Mizrachi, D. A. The Lautenberg Amendment: A Review of the Literature. Presented
at the 71st Annual Meeting of the American Society of Criminology. Washington,
DC, November 18-21, 2015.

2015

Troshynski, E. I., MacDowell, E., Mizrachi, D. A., & Magnus, A. Understanding
the Civil Protection Order Process: The Relationship Between Self-Help, the Court
System, and Experiential Knowledge. Presented at the Graduate Research
Symposium at University of Nevada, Las Vegas. March 18, 2015.

2014

Troshynski, E. I., MacDowell, E., Mizrachi, D. A., & Magnus, A. Understanding
the Civil Protection Order Process: The Relationship Between Self-Help, the Court
System, and Experiential Knowledge. Presented at the 70th Annual Meeting of the
American Society of Criminology. San Francisco, CA, November 19-22, 2014.

2014

Magnus, A. M., Mizrachi, D. A., & Troshynski, E. I. Evaluating Pro Se Litigant
Services: Preliminary Findings and Future Directions. Presented at the 5th Annual
Greenspun College of Urban Affairs Graduate Research Symposium at University
of Nevada, Las Vegas. April 21, 2014.

2013

Magnus, A. M., Mizrachi, D. A., & Troshynski, E. I. Evaluating Pro Se Litigant
Services: Preliminary Findings and Future Directions. Presented at the 69th Annual
Meeting of the American Society of Criminology. Atlanta, GA, November 19-22,
2013.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE
Undergraduate Courses
CRJ 130

Instructor of Record: Survey of Criminal Law, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
(In-Person and Distance Education)

CRJ 104

Instructor of Record: Introduction to Administration of Justice, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas (Distance Education)

PUA 410

Instructor of Record: Research Methods for Public Administration, University
of Nevada, Las Vegas (Distance Education)
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PUA 405

Instructor of Record: Public Organizations, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
(Distance Education)

CRJ 301

Instructor of Record: Research Methods in Criminal Justice, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas (Distance Education)

ACTIVITIES and SERVICE
Service to the University
UNLV Grad Rebel Advantage Mentor- Inaugural Cohort (2018-2019)
Service to the Department
UNLV Department of Criminal Justice Alumni Association Council (2013-Present)
Activities
The Honor Society of Alpha Phi Sigma- Theta Tau: Active Member (2012-Present)
CERTIFICATES and TRAININGS
2019

UNLV Graduate College Research Certificate, University of Nevada, Las Vegas

2016

National Institute of Justice. Research in the Real World: Understanding Law
Enforcement Response to Gun Violence and Improving Multi-Disciplinary
Partnerships for Peace. August 24, 2016.

AWARDS and HONORS
2018-2019
2012-2019
2012-2019
2015-2019
2014
2013
2013
2013
2000-2003

Recipient of Access Scholarship for Grad Rebel Advantage Mentorship Program
Recipient of Graduate Student Access Grant, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Recipient of Graduate Assistantship, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Graduate & Professional Student Association Research Funding, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas
Graduate & Professional Student Association Emergency Funding, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas
Graduate & Professional Student Association Research Funding, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas
Graduate & Professional Student Association Book Scholarship, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas
Dean’s Associates’ Funds, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Dean’s List for Academic Excellence, University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
Alpha Phi Sigma- Theta Tau
American Society of Criminology
Western Society of Criminology
REFEERENCES
Dr. Joel Lieberman
Professor & Chair
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
4505 S. Maryland Pkwy, Box 5009
Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-5009
Office: (702) 895-0249
E-mail: jdl@unlv.nevada.edu
Dr. Helen Neill
Professor
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
4505 S. Maryland Pkwy, Box 4030
Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-4030
Office: (702) 895-4892
E-mail: helen.neill@unlv.edu
Dr. William Sousa
Professor
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
4505 S. Maryland Pkwy, Box 5009
Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-5009
Office: (702) 895-0247
E-mail: William.sousa@unlv.edu
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